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| think the Russians will gradually react quite adversely and it will affect 
their policies. | think it is a tragic mistake. There was no reason for this 
whatsoever. No one was threatening anybody else. This expansion would 
make the founding fathers of this country turn over in their graves. We 
have signed up to protect a whole series of countries, even though we 
have neither the resources nor the intention to do so in any serious 
way... Our differences in the Cold War were with the Soviet Communist 
regime. And now we are turning our backs on the very people who 
mounted the greatest bloodless revolution in history to remove that Soviet 
regime. And Russia's democracy is as far advanced, if not farther, as any 
of these countries we've just signed up to defend from Russia. It shows 
so little understanding of Russian history and Soviet history. Of course, 
there is going to be a bad reaction from Russia, and then [the NATO 
expanders] will say that we always told you that is how the Russians 
are— but this is just wrong. 


—George Kennan on the expansion of NATO into Poland, Hungary, & 
Czech Republic in 1998 


This is not a war with Ukraine. This is a confrontation with globalism as a 
whole planetary phenomenon. Confrontation at all levels— geopolitical 
and ideological. Russia rejects everything in globalism— monopolarity, 
Atlanticism, on the one hand, and liberalism, anti-tradition, technocracy, 
Great Reset in one word, in another. It is clear that all European leaders 
are part of the Atlantic liberal elite. And we went to war with her. Hence is 
their normal response. Russia is now being excluded from the globalist 
networks. She has no choice anymore: either to build her world or to 
disappear. Russia has taken a course to build its world, its civilization. 
And now the first step is being taken. But in the face of globalism, only a 
large space, a continent state, a civilization state can be sovereign. No 
country will last a complete blackout for long. Russia is now creating a 
field of global resistance. Her victory will be the victory of all alternative 
forces- both the right and the left and all nations. As always, we begin 
the most difficult and dangerous processes. But when we win, they all 
share. That's the way it's meant to be. We are now creating the premise 
for true polypolarism. And those who are ready to kill us now will be the 
first to use our feat tomorrow. | almost always write what then comes 
true. This too will come to pass. 


—Alexandr Dugin 2022 
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THE GEOGRAPHICAL PIVOT OF HISTORY.* 


By H. J. MACEINDER, M.A., Reader in Geography in the University of 
Oxford; Director of the London School of Economica and Political Science. 
Wuen historians in the remote future come to look back on the group 
of centuries through which we are now passing, and see them fore- 
shortened, as we to-day see the Egyptian dynasties, it may well be that 
they will describe the last 400 years as the Columbian epoch, and will say 
that it ended soon after the year 1900. Of late it has been a common- 
place to speak of geographical exploration as nearly over, and it is recog- 
nized that geography must be diverted to the purpose of intensive survey 
aud philosophic synthesis, In 400 years the outline of the map of the 
world has been completed with approximate accuracy, and even in the 
polar regions the voyages of Nansen and Scott have very narrowly 
reduced the last possibility of dramatic discoveries. But the opening 
of the twentieth century is appropriate as the end of a great historic 
epoch, not merely on account of this achievement, great though it be. 
The missionary, the conqueror, the farmer, the miner, and, of late, the 
engineer, have followed so closely in the traveller's footsteps that the 
world, in its remoter borders, has hardly been revealed before we must 
chronicle its virtually complete political appropriation. In Europe, 
North America, South America, Africa, and Australasia there is 
scarcely a region left for the pegging out of a claim of ownership, 
unless as the result of a war between civilized or half-civilized powers. 
Even in Asia we are probably witnessing the last moves of the game 
first played by the horsemen of Yermak the Cossack and the shipmen 
of Vasco da Gama.  Broadly speaking, we may contrast tho Columbian 
epoch with the age which preceded it, by describing its essential 
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characteristic ав the expansion of Europe against almost negligible 
resistances, whereas medieval Christendom was pent into a narrow 
region and threatened by external barbarism. From the present time 
forth, in the post-Columbian age, we shall again have to deal with a 
closed political system, and none the less that it will be one of world- 
wide scope. Every explosion of social forces, instead of being dissipated 
in а surrounding circuit of unknown space and barbaric chaos, will be 
sharply re-echoed from the far side of the globe, and weak elements 
in the political and economic organism of the world will be shattered 
in consequence. There is a vast difference of effect in the fall of а 
shell into an earthwork and its fall amid the closed spaces and rigid 
structures of a great building or ship. Probably some half-conscious- 
ness of this fact is at last diverting much of the attention of statesmen 
in all parts of the world from territorial expansion to the struggle for 
relative efficiency. 

It appears to me, therefore, that in the present decade we are for the 
first time in a position to attempt, with some degree of completeness, 
а correlation between the larger geographical and the larger historical 
generalizations. For the first time we can peroeive something of the real 
proportion of features and events on the stage of the whole world, and 
may seek a formula which shall express certain aspects, at any rate, 
of geographical causation in universal history. If we are fortunate, that 
formula should have a practical value as setting into perspective some 
of the competing forces in current international politics. The familiar 
phrase about the westward march of empire is an empirical and frag- 
mentary attempt of the kind. I propose this evening describing those 
physical features of the world which I believe to have been most coercive 
of human action, and presenting some of the chief phases of history as 
organically connected with them, even in the ages when they were 
unknown to geography. My aim will not be to discuss the influence of 
this or that kind of feature, or yet to make a study in regional geo- 
graphy, but rather to exhibit human history as part of the life of the 
world organism, I recognize that I can only arrive at one aspect of 
the truth, and I have no wish to stray into excessive materialism. Man 
and not nature initiates, but nature in large measure controls. My 
concern is with the general physical control, rather than the causes of 
universal history. It is obvious that only a first approximation to 
truth can be hoped for, I shall be humble to my critics. 

The,late Prof. Freeman held that the only history which counts 
is that of the Mediterranean and European races. In a sense, of course, 
this is true, for it is among these races that have originated the ideas 
which have rendered the inheritors of Greece and Rome dominant 
throughout the world. In another and very important sense, however, 
such a limitation has a cramping effect upon thought. The ideas which 
go to form a nation, as opposed to a mere crowd of human animals, 
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have usually been accepted under the pressure of a common tribu- 
lation, and under a common necessity of resistance to external force. 
The idea of England was beaten into the Heptarchy by Danish and 
Norman conquerors; the idea of France was forced upon competing 
Franks, Goths, and Romans by the Huns at Chalons, and in the 
Hundred Years War with England; the idea of Christendom was born 
of the Roman persecutions, and matured by the Crusades; the idea of the 
United States was accepted, and local colonial patriotism sunk, only in 
the long War of Independence; the idea of the German Empire was 
reluctantly adopted in South Germany only after a struggle against 
France in comradeship with North Germany, What I may describe as 
the literary conception of history, by concentrating attention upon ideas 
and upon the civilization which is their outcome, is apt to lose sight of 
the more elemental movements whose pressure is commonly the exciting 
cause of the efforts in which great ideas are nourished, A repellent 
personality performs a valuable social function in uniting his enemies, 
and it was under the pressure of external barbarism that Europe 
achieved her civilization. I ask you, therefore, for a moment to look 
upon Europe and European history as subordinate to Asia and Asiatic 
history, for European civilization is, in a very real sense, the outcome of 
the secular struggle against Asiatic invasion. 

The most remarkable contrast in the political map of moderr. 
Europe is that presented by the vast area of Russia occupying half 
the Continent and the group of smaller territories tenanted by the 
Western Powers. From a physical point of view, there is, of course, 
& like contrast between the unbroken lowland of the east and the 
rich complex of mountains and valleys, islands and peniusulas, which 
together form the remainder of this part of the world. At first sight 
it would appear that in these familiar facts we have a correlation 
between natural environment and political organization so obvious as 
hardly to be worthy of description, especially when we note that 
throughout the Russian plain a cold winter is opposed to a hot summer, 
and the conditions of human existence thus rendered additionally 
uniform. Yet a series of historical maps, such as that contained in 
the Oxford Atlas, will reveal the fact that not merely is the rough 
coincidence of European Russia with the Eastern Plain of Europe а 
matter of the last hundred years or so, but that in all earlier time 
there was persistent re-assertion of quite another tendency in the 
political grouping. Two groups of states usually divided the country 
into northern and southern political systems, The fact is that 
the orographical map does not express the particular physical contrast 
which has until very lately controlled human movement and settlement 
in Russia. When the screen of winter snow fades northward off the 
vast face of the plain, it is followed by rains whose maximum occurs 
in May and June beside the Black sea, but near the Baltic and White 
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seas is deferred to July and August. In the south the later summer 
is a period of drought. As a consequence of this climatic régime, the 
north and north-west were forest broken only by marshes, whereas 
the south and south-east were a boundless grassy steppe, with trees 
only along the rivers. The line separating the two regions ran 
diagonally north-eastward from the northern end of the Carpathia 
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Darbishire Stanford Ltd. The Oxford Geog! Institute. 
EASTERN EUROPE BEFORE THE I9™ CENTURY, 
(AFTER DRUDE IN BERGHAUS PHYSICAL ATLAS.) 


to а point in the Ural range nearer to its southern than to its northern 
extremity. Moscow lies a little to north of this line, or, in other words, 
on the forest side of ijt. Outside Russia the boundary of the great forest 
ran westward almost exactly through the centre of the European 
isthmus, which is 800 miles across between the Baltic and the Black 
seas. Beyond this, in Peninsular Europe, the woods spread on through 
the plains of Germany in the north, while the steppe lands in the south 
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turned the great Transylvanian bastion of the Carpathians, and extended 
up the Danube, through what are now the cornfields of Roumania, to the 
Iron Gates. A detached area of steppes, known locally as Pusstas, 
now largely cultivated, occupied the plain of Hungary, ingirt by the 
forested rim of Carpathian and Alpine mountains. In all the west of 
Russia, gave in the far north, the clearing of the forests, the drainage of 
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Darbishire & Stanford, Ltd, The Oxford Geog! Institute. 
POLITICAL DIVISIONS OF EASTERN EUROPE 
AT THE TIME OF THE 38° CRUSADE, 


(AFTER THE OXFORD HISTORICAL ATLAS) 


the marshes, and the tillage of the steppes have recently averaged the 
character of the landscape, and in large measure obliterated a distinction 
which was formerly very coercive of humanity. 

The earlier Russia and Poland were established wholly in the glades 
of the forest. Through the steppe on the other hand there came from 
the unknown recesses of Asia, by the gateway between the Ural moun- 
tains and the Caspian sea, in all the centuries from the fifth to the 
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sixteenth, a remarkable succession of Turanian nomadic peoples— 
Huns, Avars, Bulgarians, Magyars, Khazars, Patzinaks, Cumans, 
Mongols, Kalmuks. Under Attila the Huns established themselves 
in the midst of the Pusstas, in the uttermost Danubian outlier of 
the steppes, and thence dealt blows northward, westward, and south- 
ward against the settled peoples of Europe. A large part of modern 
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history might be written as a commentary upon the changes directly 
or indirectly ensuing from these raids. The Angles and Saxons, it 
is quite possible, were then driven to cross the seas to found England 
in Britain. The Franks, the Goths, and the Roman provincials were 
compelled, for the first time, to stand shoulder to shoulder on the 
battlefield of Chalons, making common cause against the Asiatics, 
who were unconsciously: welding together modern France. Venice 
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was founded from the destruction of Aquileia and Padua ; and even the 
Papacy owed a decisive prestige to the successful mediation of Pope 
Leo with Attila at Milan. Such was the harvest of results produced 
by a cloud of ruthless and idealess horsemen sweeping over the un- 
impeded plain—a blow, as it were, from the great Asiatic hammer 
striking freely through the vacant space, The Huns were followed 
by the Avars. It was for a marohland against these that Austria 
was founded, and Vienna fortified, as the result of the campaigns 
of Charlemagne. The Magyar came next, and by incessant raiding 
from his steppe base in Hungary increased the significance of the 
Austrian outpost, so drawing the political focus of Germany east- 
ward to the margin of the realm. The Bulgarian established a ruling 
caste south of the Danube, and has left his name upon the map, 
although his language has yielded to that of bis Slavonic subjects. 
Perhaps the longest and most effective occupation of the Russian 
steppe proper was that of the Khazars, who were contemporaries 
of the great Saracen movement: the Arab geographers knew the 
Caspian as the Khazar sea. In the end, however, new hordes arrived 
from Mongolia, and for two centuries Russia in the northern forest 
was held tributary to the Mongol Khans of Kipchak, or * the Steppe,” 
and Russian development was thus delayed and biassed at a time when 
the remainder of Europe was rapidly advancing. 

It should be noted that the rivers running from the Forest to the 
Black and Caspian seas cross the whole breadth of the steppe-land path 
of the nomads, and that from time to time there were transient move- 
ments along their courses at right angles to the movement of the 
horsemen. "Thus the missionaries of Greek Ohristianity ascended the 
Dnieper to Kiof, just ав beforehand the Norse Varangians had descended 
the same river on their way to Constantinople. Still earlier, the 
Teutonic Goths appear for a moment upon the Dniester, having crossed 
Europe from the shores of the Baltic in the same south-eastward 
direction. But these are passing episodes which do not invalidate the 
broader generalization. For a thousand years a series of horse-riding 
peoples emerged from Asia through the broad interval between the 
Ural mountains and the Caspian sea, rode through the open spaces of 
southern Russia, and struck home into Hungary in the very heart of 
the European peninsula, shaping by the necessity of opposing them the 
history of each of the great peoples around—the Russians, the Germans, 
the French, the Italians, and the Byzantine Greeks. That they stimu- 
lated healthy and powerful reaction, instead of crushing opposition 
under à widespread despotism, was due to the fact that the mobility of 
their power was conditioned by the steppes, and necessarily ceased in 
the surrounding forests and mountains. 

А rival mobility of power was that of the Vikings in their boats. 
Descending from Scandinavia both upon the northern and the southern 
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shores of Europe, they penetrated inland by the river ways. But the 
scope of their action was limited, for, broadly speaking, their power 
was effective only in the neighbourhood of the water. Thus the settled 
peoples of.Europe lay gripped between two pressures—that of the 
Asiatic nomads from the east, aud on the other three sides that of the 
pirates from the sea, From its very nature neither pressure was over- 
whelming, and both therefore were stimulative, It is noteworthy that 
the formative influence of the Scandinavians was second only in sig- 
nificance to that of the nomads, for under their attack both England 
and France made long moves towards unity, while the unity of Italy 
was broken by them. In earlier times, Rome had mobilized the power 
of her settled peoples by means of her roads, but the Roman roads had 
fallen into decay, and were not replaced until the eighteenth century. 

It is likely that even the Hunnish invasion was by no means the 
first of the Asiatic series. The Scythians of the Homeric and Hero- 
dotian accounts, drinking the milk of mares, obviously practised the 
same arts of life, and were probably of the same race as the later 
inhabitants of the steppe. ‘The Celtic element in the river-names Don, 
Donetz, Dneiper, Dneister, and Danube may possibly betoken the 
passage of peoples of similar habits, though not of identical race, but 
it is not unlikely that the Celts came merely from the northern forests, 
like the Goths and Varangians of a later time. Тһе great wedge of 
population, however, which the anthropologists characterize as Brachy- 
Cephalic, driven westward from Brachy-Cephalic Asia through Central 
Europe into France, is apparently intrusive between the northern, 
western, and southern Dolico-Cephalic populations, and may very 
probably have been derived from Asia.* 

The full meaning of Asiatic influence upon Europe is not, however, 
discernible until we come to the Mongol invasions of the fifteenth 
century; but before we analyze the essential facts concerning these, it 
is desirable to shift our geographical view-point from Europe, so that 
we may consider the Old World in its entirety. It is obvious that, 
since the rainfall is derived from the sea, the heart of the greatest 
land-mass is likely to be relatively dry. We are not, therefore, sur- 
prised to find that two-thirds of all the world’s population is concen- 
trated in relatively small areas along the margins of the great continent— 
in Europe, beside the Atlantic ocean; in the Indies and China, beside the 
Indian and Pacific oceans. А vast belt of almost uninhabited, because 
practically rainless, land extends as the Sahara completely across 
Northern Africa into Arabia. Central and Southern Africa were almost 
as completely severed from Europe and Asia throughout the greater 
part of history as were the Americas and Australia. In fact, the 
southern boundary of Europe was and is the Sahara rather than the 
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Mediterranean, for it is the desert which divides the black man from 
the white. The continuous land-mass of Euro-Asia thus included 
between the ocean and the desert measures 21,000,000 square miles, 
or half of all the land on the globe, if we exclude from reckoning the 
deserts of Sahara and Arabia. There are many detached deserts scat. 
tered through Asia, from Syria and Persia north-eastward to Manchuria, 
but no such continuous vacancy as to be comparable with the Sahara. 
On the other hand, Euro-Asia is characterized by a very remarkable 
distribution of river drainage. Throughout an immense portion of 
the centre and north, the rivers have been practically useless for 
purposes of human communication with the outer world. The Volga, 
the Oxus, and the Jaxartes drain into salt lakes; the Obi, the Yenesei, 
and the Lena into the frozen ocean of the north. These are six of the 
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greatest rivers in the world. There are many smaller but still con- 
siderable streams in the same area, such as the Tarim and the Helmund, 
which similarly fail to reach the ocean, ‘Thus the core of Euro-Asia, 
although mottled with desert patches, is on the whole a steppe-land 
supplying a wide-spread if often scanty pasture, and there are not a 
few river-fed oases in it, but it is wholly unpenetrated by waterways 
from the ocean. In other words, we have in this immense area all 
the conditions for the maintenance of a sparse, but in the aggregate 
considerable, population of horse-riding ani camel-riding nomads, Their 
realm is limited northward by a broad belt of sub-arctic forest and 
marsh, wherein the climate is too rigorous, except at the eastern and 
western extremities, for the development of agricultural settlements. In 
the east the forests extend southward to the Pacific coast in the Amur 
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land and Manchuria. Similarly in the west,in prehistoric Europe, forest 
was the predominant vegetation. Thus framed in to the north-east, 
north, and north-west, the steppes spread continuously for 4000 miles 
from the Pusstas of Hungary to the Little Gobi of Manchuria, and, 
except in their westernmost extremity, they are untraversed by rivers 
draining to an accessible ocean, for we may neglect the very recent 
efforts to trade to the mouths of the Obi and Yenisei. In Europe, 
Western Siberia, and Western Turkestan the steppe lands lie low, in 
some places below the level of the sea. Further to east, in Mongolia, 
they extend over plateaux; but the passage from the one level to the 
other, over the naked, unscarped lower ranges of the arid heart-land, 
presents little difficulty. 

The hordes which ultimately fell upon Europe in the middle of the 
fourteenth century gathered their first force 3000 miles away on the 
high steppes of Mongolia. The havoc wrought for a few years in Poland, 
Silesia, Moravia, Hungary, Croatia, and Servia was, however, but the 
remotest and the most transient result of the great stirring of the 
nomads of the East associated with the name of Ghenghiz Khan. 
While the Golden Horde occupied the steppe of Kipchak, from the 
Sea of Aral, through the interval between the Ural range and the 
Caspian, to the foot of the Carpathians, another horde, descending 
south-westward between the Caspian sea and the Hindu Kush into 
Persia, Mesopotamia, and even into Syria, founded the domain of the 
Ilkhan. А third subsequently struck into Northern China, conquering 
Cathay. India and Mangi, or Southern China, were for a time shel- 
tered by the incomparable barrier of Tibet, to whose efficacy there is, 
perhaps, nothing similar in the world, unless it be the Sahara desert 
and the polar ice. But ata later time, in the days of Marco Polo in 
the case of Mangi, in those of Tamerlane in the сазе of India, the 
obstacle was circumvented, Thus it happened that in this typical and 
well-recorded instance, all the settled margins of the Old World sooner 
or later felt the expansive force of mobile power originating in the 
steppe. Russia, Persia, India, and China were either made tributary, 
or received Mongol dynasties, Even the incipient power of the Turks 
in Asia Minor was struck down for half a century, 

As inthe case of Europe, so in other marginal lands of Euro-Asia 
there are records of earlier invasions. China had more than once to 
submit to conquest from the north; India several times to conquest 
from the north-west. In the case of Persia, however, at least one of 
the earlier descents has a special significance in the history of Western 
civilization. Three or four centuries before the Mongols, the Seljuk 
Turks, emerging from Central Asia, overran by this path an immense 
area of the land, which we may describe as of the five seas— Caspian, 
Black, Mediterranean, Red, and Persian. They established themselves 
at Kerman, at Hamadan, and in Asia Minor, and they overthrew the 
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Saracen dominion of Bagdad and Damascus. It was ostensibly to punish 
their treatment of the Christian pilgrims at Jerusalem that Christen- 
dom undertook the great series of campaigns known collectively as the 
Crusades. Although these failed in their immediate objects, they so 
stirred and united Europe that we may count them as the beginning 
of modern history—another striking instance of European advance 
stimulated by the necessity of reacting against pressure from the heart 
of Asia, 

The conception of Euro-Asia to which we thus attain is that of a 
continuous land, ice-girt in the north, water-girt elaewhere, measuring 
21 million square miles, or more than three times the area of North 
America, whose centre and north, measuring some 9 million square 
miles, or more than twice the area of Europe, have no available 
water-ways to the ocean, but, on the other hand, except in the subarctic 
forest, are very generally favourable to the mobility of horsemen and 
camelmen. То east, south, and west of this heart-land are marginal 
regions, ranged in а vast crescent, accessible to shipmen. According 
to physical conformation, these regions are four in number, and it is not 
a little remarkable that in a general way they respectively coinoide 
with the spheres of the four great religions— Buddhism, Brahminism, 
Mahometanism, and Christianity. The first two are the monsoon lands, 
turned the one towards the Pacific, and the other towards the Indian 
ocean, The fourth is Europe, watered by the Atlantic rains from the 
west. These three together, measuring less than 7 million square miles, 
have more than 1000 million people, or two-thirds of the world population. 
The third, coinciding with the land of the Five Seas, or, as it is more 
often described, the Nearer East, is in large measure deprived of moisture 
by the proximity of Africa, and, except in the oases, is therefore 
thinly peopled. In some degree it partakes of the characteristics both 
of the marginal belt and of the central area of Euro-Asia. It is mainly 
devoid of forest, is patched with desert, and is therefore suitable for 
the operations of the nomad. Dominantly, however, it is marginal, for 
sea-gulfs and oceanic rivers lay it open to sea-power, and permit of the 
exercise of such power from it. Asa consequence, periodically throughout 
history, we have here had empires belonging essentially to the marginal 
series, based on the agricultural populations of the great oases of 
Babylonia and Egypt, and in free water-communication with the civilized 
worlds of the Mediterranean and the Indies, But, as we should expeot, 
these empires have been subject to an unparalleled series of revolutions, 
some due to Soythian, Turkish, and Mongol raids from Central Asia, 
others to the effort of the Mediterranean peoples to conquer the overland 
ways from the western to the eastern ocean. Here is the weakost spot 
in the girdle of early civilizations, for the isthmus of Suez divided sea- 
power into Eastern and Western, and the arid wastes of Persia advancin Е 
from Central Asia to the Persian gulf gave constant opportunity for 
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nomad-power to strike home to the ocean edge, dividing India and 
China, on the one hand, from the Mediterranean world on the other. 
Whenever the Babylonian, the Syrian, and the Egyptian oases were 
weakly held, the steppe-peoples could treat the open tablelands of 
Iran and Asia Minor as forward posts whence to strike through the 
Punjab into India, through Syria into Egypt, and over the broken 
bridge of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles into Hungary. "Vienna stood 
in the gateway of Inner Europe, withstanding the nomadic raide, both 
those which came by the direot road through the Russian steppe, and 
those which came by the loop way to south of the Black and Caspian 
Beas, 

Here we have illustrated the essential difference between the Saracen 
and the Turkish controls of the Nearer East. The Saracens were a 
branch of the Semitic race, essentially peoples of the Euphrates and 
Nile and of the smaller oases of Lower Asia. They created a great 
empire by availing themselves of the two mobilities permitted by their 
land—that of the horse and camel on the one hand, that of the ship 
on the other, At different times their fleets controlled both the Mediter- 
ranean as far as Spain, and the Indian ocean to the Malay islands. 
From their strategically central position between the eastern and 
western oceans, they attempted the conquest of all the marginal lands 
of the Old World, imitating Alexander and anticipating Napoleon. 
They could even threaten the steppe land. Wholly distinct from 
Arabia as from Europe, India, and China were the Turanian pagans 
from the closed heart of Asia, the Turks who destroyed the Saracen 
civilization. 

Mobility upon the ocean is the natural rival of horse and camel 
mobility in the heart of the continent. It was upon navigation of 
oceanic rivers that was based the Potamic stage of civilization, that of 
China on the Yangtse, that of India on the Ganges, that of Babylonia 
on the Euphrates, that of Egypt on the Nile. It was essentially upon 
the navigation of the Mediterranean that was based what has been 
described as the Thalassic stage of civilization, that of the Greeks and 
Romans. The Saracens and the Vikings held sway by navigation of 
the oceanic coasts. 

The all-important result of the discovery of the Cape road to the 
Indies was to connect the western and eastern coastal navigations of Euro- 
Asia, even though by a circuitous route, and thus in some measure to 
neutralize the strategical advantage of the central position of the steppe- 
nomads by pressing upon them in rear. ‘The revolution commenced by 
the great mariners of the Columbian generation endowed Christendom 
with the widest possible mobility of power, short of a winged mobility. 
The one and continuous ocean enveloping the divided and insular lands 
is, of course, the geographical condition of ultimate unity in the command 
of the sea, and of the whole theory of modern naval strategy and policy 
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as expounded by such writers as Captain Mahan and Mr. Spencer Wilkin- 
son. The broad political effect was to reverse the relations of Europe 
and Asia, for whereas in the Middle Ages Europe was caged between 
an impassable desert to south, an unknown ocean to west, and icy or 
forested wastes to north and north-east, and in the east and south- 
east was constantly threatened by the superior mobility of the horsemen 
and camelmen, she now emerged upon the world, multiplying more than 
thirty-fold the sea surface and coastal lands to which she had access, and 
wrapping her influence round the Euro-Asiatic land-power which had 
hitherto threatened her very existence. New Europes were created in the 
vacant lands discovered in the midst of the waters, and what Dritain 
and Scandinavia were to Europe in the earlier time, that have America 
and Australia, and in some measure even Trans-Saharan Africa, now 
become to Euro-Asia. Britain, Canada, the United States, South Africa, 
Australia, and Japan are now а ring of outer and insular bases for 
sea-power and commerce, inaccessible to the land-power of Euro-Asia. 

But the land power still remains, and recent events have again in- 
creased its significance. While the maritime peoples of Western Europe 
have covered the ocean with their fleets, settled the outer continents, 
and in varying degree made tributary the oceanic margins of Asia, 
Russia has organized the Cossacks, and, emerging from her northern 
forests, has policed the steppe by setting her own nomads to meet the 
Tartar nomads. The Tudor century, which saw the expansion of 
Western Europe over the sea, also saw Russian power carried from 
Moscow through Siberia, The eastward swoop of the horsemen across 
Asia was an event almost as pregnant with political consequences as was 
the rounding of the Cape, although the two movements long remained 
apart. 

It is probably one of the most striking coincidences of history that 
the seaward and the landward expansion of Europe should, in a sense, 
continue the ancient opposition between Roman and Greek. Few great 
failures have had more far-reaching consequences than the failure of 
Rome to Latinize the Greek. The Teuton was civilized and Christianized 
by the Roman, the Slav in the main by the Greek. It is the Romano- 
Teuton who in later times embarked upon the ocean; it was the Graeco- 
Slav who rode over the steppes, conquering the Turanian. Thus the 
modern land-power differs from the sea-power no less in the source of 
its ideals than in the material conditions of its mobility.* 

In the wake of the Cossack, Russia bas safely emerged from her 
former seclusion in the northern forests. Perhaps the change of greatest 
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* This statement was crilicized in the discussion which followed the reading of the 
paper. On reconsidering the paragraph, I still think it substantially correct. Even the 
Byzantine Greek would have been other than he was had Rome completed tbe subjugation 
of the ancient Greek, No doubt the ideals spoken of were Byzantine rather than 
Hellenic, but they were not Roman, which is the point. 
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intrinsic importance which took place in Europe in the last century was 
the southward migration of the Russian peasants, so that, whereas agri- 
cultural settlements formerly ended at the forest boundary, the centre of 
the population of all European Russia now lies to south of that boundary, 
in the midst of the wheat-fields which have replaced the more western 
steppes. Odessa has here risen to importance with the rapidity of an 
American city. 

A generation ago steam and the Suez canal appeared to have 
increased the mobility of sea-power relatively to land-power. Railways 
acted chiefly as feeders to ocean-going commerce. But trans-conti- 
nental railways are now transmuting the conditions of land-power, and 
nowhere can they have such effect as in the closed heart-land of Euro- 
Asia, in vast areas of which neither timber nor accessible stone was 
available for road-making. Railways work the greater^wonders in the 
steppe, because they directly replace horse and camel mobility, the road 
stage of development having here been omitted. 

In the matter of commerce it must not be forgotten that ocean-going 
traffic, however relatively cheap, usually involves the fourfold handling 
of goods—at the factory of origin, at the export wharf, at the import 
wharf, and at the inland warehouse for retail distribution ; whereas the 
continental railway truck may run direct from the exporting factory 
into the importing warehouse. Thus marginal ocean-fed commerce 
tends, other things being equal, to form & zone of penetration round 
the continents, whose inner limit is roughly marked by the line along 
which the cost of four handlings, the oceanio freight, and the railway 
freight from the neighbouring coast, is equivalent to the cost of two 
handlings and the continental railway freight. English and German 
coals are said to compete on such terms mid way through Lombardy, 

The Russian railways have a clear run of 6000 miles from 
Wirballen in the west to Vladivostok in the east. The Russian army 
in Manchuria is as significant evidence of mobile land-power as the 
British army in South Africa was of sea-power. True, that the Trans- 
Siberian railway is still a single and precarious line of communication, 
but the century will not be old before all Asia is covered with railways. 
The spaces within the Russian Empire and Mongolia are so vast, and 
their potentialities in population, wheat, cotton, fuel, and metals so 
incaloulably great, that it is inevitable that a vast economic world, 
more or less apart, will there develop inaccessible to oceanic commerce. 

As we consider this rapid review of the broader currents of history, 
does not a certain persistence of geographical relationship become 
evident? Is not the pivot region of the world’s politics that vast area 
of Euro-Asia which is inaccessible to ships, but in antiquity lay open 
to the horse-riding nomads, and is to-day about to be covered with a 
network of railways? There have been and are here the conditions 
of a mobility of military and economic power of a far-reaching and yet 
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limited character. Russia replaces the Mongol Empire. Нет pressure 
on Finland, on Scandinavia, on Poland, on Turkey, on Persia, on India, 
and on China, replaces the centrifugal raids of the steppemen. In the 
world at large she occupies the central strategical position held by 
Germany in Europe. She can strike on all sides and be struck from all 
sides, save the north. The full development of her modern railway 
mobility is merely a matter of time. Nor is it likely that any possible 
social revolution will alter her essential relations to the great geo- 
graphical limits of her existence. Wisely recognizing the fundamental 
limits of her power, her rulers have parted with Alaska; for it is as 
much a law of policy for Russia to own nothing over seas as for Britain 
to be supreme on the ocean. 

Outside the pivot area, in a great inner crescent, are Germany, 

Austria, Turkey, India, and China, and in an outer crescent, Britain, 
South Africa, Australia, the United States, Canada, and Japan. In the 
present condition of the balance of power, the pivot state, Russia, is 
not equivalent to the peripheral states, and there is room for an equi- 
poise in France, The United States has recently become an eastern 
power, affecting the European balance not directly, but through Russia, 
and she will construct the Panama canal to make her Mississippi and 
Atlantic resources available in the Pacific. From this point of view 
the real divide between east and west is to be found in the Atlantic 
ocean. 
The oversetting of the balance of power in favour of the pivot state, 
resulting in its expansion over the marginal lands of Euro-Asia, would 
permit of the use of vast continental resources for fleet-building, and 
the empire of the world would then be in sight, This might happen if 
Germany were to ally herself with Russia. The threat of such an event 
should, therefore, throw France into alliance with the over-sea powers, 
and France, Italy, Egypt, India, and Corea would become so many 
bridge heads where the outside navies would support armies to compel 
the pivot allies to deploy land forces and prevent them from concentrating 
their whole strength on fleets. On a smaller scale that was what 
Wellington accomplished from his sea-base at Torres Vedras in the 
Peninsular War, May not this in the end prove to be the strategical 
function of India in the British Imperial system? Is not this the idea 
underlying Mr. Amery's conception that the Dritish military front 
stretches from the Cape through India to Japan ? 

The development of the vast potentialities of South America might 
have a decisive influence upon the system. "They might strengthen the 
United States, or, on the other hand, if Germany were to challenge the 
Monroe doctrine successfully, they might detach Berlin from what I 
may perhaps describe as a pivot policy. The particular combinations 
of power brought into balance are not material; my contention is that 
from a geographical point of view they are likely to rotate round the 
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pivot state, which is always likely to be great, but with limited mobility 
as compared with the surrounding marginal and insular powers, 

I have spoken as a geographer. The actual balance of political 
power at any given time is, of course, the product, on the one hand, of 
geographical conditions, both economic and strategic, and, on the other 
hand, of the relative number, virility, equipment, and organization of 
the competing peoples. In proportion as these quantities are accurately 
estimated are we likely to adjust differences without the crude resort to 
arms. And the geographical quantities in the calculation are more 
measurable and more nearly constant than the human. Hence we should 
expect to find our formula apply equally to past history and to present 
politics. The social movements of all times have played around essen- 
tially the same physical features, for I doubt whether the progressive 
desiccation of Asia and Africa, even if proved, has in historical times 
vitally altered the human environment. The westward march of empire 
appears to me to have been a short rotation of marginal power round 
the ecouth-western and western edge of the pivotal area, The Nearer, 
Middle, and Far Eastern questions relate to the unstable equilibrium of 
inner and outer powers in those parts of the marginal crescent where 
local power is, at present, more or less negligible. 

In conclusion, it may be well expressly to point out that the sub. 
stitution of some new control of the inland area for that of Russia would 
not tend to reduce the geographical significance of the pivot position. 
Were the Chinese, for instance, organized by the Japanese, to overthrow 
the Russian Empire and conquer its territory, they might constitute 
the yellow peril to the world's freedom just because they would add an 
oceanic frontage to the resources of the great continent, an advantage 
as yet denied to the Russian tenant of the pivot region. 


Before the reading of the paper, the РиезтоЕхт said: We are always very glad 
when we can induce our friend Mr. Mackinder to address us on any subject, because 
all he says to us is sure to be interesting and original and valuable. There is no 
necessity for me to introduce so old a friend of the Society to the meeting, and I 
will therefore at once ask him to read his paper. 

After the reading of the paper, the Prestpent said: We hope that Mr. Spencer 
Wilkinson will offer some criticism on Mr. Mackinder's paper. Of course, it will 
not be possible to avoid geographical politics to a certain extent. 

Mr. Srencen WiLKINSON: It would occur to me that the most natural thing 
and the most sincere thing to say at the beginning is to endeavour to express the 
great gratitude which, I am sure, every one here feels for one of the most stimu- 
lating papers that has been read for a long time, As I was listening to the paper, 
I looked with regret on some of the space that is unoccupied here, and I much 
regret that a portion of it was not occupied by the members of the Cabinet, for I 
gathered that in Mr, Mackinder's paper we have two main doctrines laid down: the 
first, which is not altogether new—I think it was foreseen some years back in the last 
century—that since the modern improvements of steam navigation the whole of 
the world has become one, and has become one political system. I forget the 
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exact expression that Mr. Mackinder used; I think he said that the difference was 
something like that of a shell falling into an enclosed structure and falling into 
space, I should wish to express the same thing by saying that, whereas only half 
& century ago statesmen played on a few squares of a chess-board of which the 
remainder was vacant, in the present day the world is за enclosed chess-board, 
and every movement of the statesman must take account of all the squares 
init. I myself can only wish that we had ministers who would give more time 
to studying their policy from tbe point of view that you cannot move any one 
piece without considering all the squares on the board. We are very much too 
apt to look at our policy as though it were cut up into water-tight compartments, 
each of which had no connection with the rest of the world, whereas it seems to 
me the great fact of to-day is that any movement which is made in one part of 
the world affects the whole of the international relations of the world—a fact 
which, it seems to me, is lamentably neglected both in British policy and in most 
of the popular discussions of it, and I am exceedingly grateful to Mr. Mackinder 
for having laid so much stress on that in his paper, Then the other point— the 
main point, I take it, which he has brought out is really as to the enormous 
importance to the world of the modern expansion of Russis, I cannot say that I 
am thoroughly convinced of some of Mr. Mackinder'a historical analogies or pre- 
cedents, unless, indeed, we are to take his paper as carrying us a very long way 
ahead. Mr. Mackinder takes us back over four hundred years, and talks of the 
Columbian epoch. Well, I cannot pretend to be able to go four hundred years 
forward ; if one can go a generation forward, it is quite as much as some of us can 
manage, Now, these great movements of Central Asian tribes on to Europe and 
on to the different marginal countries may, I think, be over-estimated in their 
importance. They have left occasional survivals of the past, but they have not 
left the world much richer in ideas, and very seldom represented any permanent 
alterations in the conditions of mankind; and they have been possible because 
the expanding forces of Central Asia hit upon a very much divided margin. For 
instance, the movement of the Ottoman Turks, and before that the Turkish move- 
ments upon the Byzantine Empire and upon the region that had been the 
Byzantine Empire, invariably struck upon regions in which government was in 
decay or obsolescent, and most of the movements which struck upon Central 
Europe, the movements north of the Black sea, struck upon Europe at а time when 
government was very little organized, and when the states had very little of solidarity 
between them, Therefore, I hold they do not afford very much parallel for the 
future; and I should be disposed to dwell on the counterbalancing phenomenon, 
which is that you have had in the west of Europe a small island, which, having 
attained to its own political unity, and having in the conflict for its own in- 
dependence developed its sea-power, has been able to affect the marginal regions 
and to acquire the enormous influence which was revealed to us, a little ex- 
aggerated, perhaps, on the map which Mr. Mackinder showed—the British Empire— 
exaggerated because it was a map on Mercator’s projection, which exaggerated the 
British Empire, with the exception of India. My own belief is that an island atate 
like our own can, if it maintains its naval power, hold the balance between the 
divided forces which work on the continental area, and I believe that has been the 
historical function of Great Britain since Great Britain was a United Kingdom. 
Now we find a smaller island state rising on the opposite side of the Euro-Asian 
continent, and I see no reason at ail to suppose that that state should not be able 
to exercise on the eastern fringe of the Asiatic continent a power as decisive and 
as influential as that which the British Isles, with a smaller population, have 
exercised upon Europe. 
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Sir THow4s HorpicH: When one hears а lecture such as Mr. Mackinder has 
just given us, so full of thought and во thoroughly well worked out, with such an 
amount of food for reflection contained in it, it takes a great deal of moral digestion 
to assimilate it, and more assurance than I possess either to criticize it, or even to 
discuss it, But there is just one question I should like to ask Mr. Mackinder, and 
in co-relating the facts of geographical conditions with the history of the human 
race, it seems to me a not unimportant one. Mr. Mackinder has told us that in 
the beginning of things the Mongol races all started from a centre in high Asia, 
spreading outwards, westwards, southwards, and eastwards, finding, however, Tibet 
an impossible barrier in their way, and never exactly occupying India. But we 
must remember that before the Mongolians spread, there were other Central Asian 
tribes who spread equally from districts which were not so very far removed from 
the position which the Mongolians themselves first occupied—the Soyths and the 
Aryans—and that they did find their way into India. That, however, is a matter 
of detail. What I should like to know from Mr. Mackinder is, what he considers 
to be the original reason of that extraordinary overflow from the country which 
we are disposed to consider to be the cradle of the human race, to all the different 
parts of the world, Was it simply the nomadic instincts of the people, a sort of 
hereditary compulsion which obliged them to flow outwards; or was it an actual 
alteration in the physical characteristics of the country in which they dwelt? 
We know that the physical conditions of the world alter very much from time to 
time, and it seems to me impossible to reconcile the idea of a great inland 
country, which must once have been full of a teeming population, and have 
supported that population, as you may say, with an abundant power of agri- 
cultural wealth—that under such conditions a people should have had a desire to 
aprea out and to wander forth into other parts of the world, seeking for they knew 
not what. I fancy, myself, that one of the great reasons, one of the great com- 
pelling reasons, for all these migrations really has been a distinct alteration in the 
physical condition of the country. That is a point which seems to me to be rather 
important when we are discussing a subject like the present one, which brings the 
conditions of geography to bear on the facts of history. There is just one other 
little matter which was referred to somewhat doubtfully by Мг, Mackinder to 
which I might refer. He pointed to South America as a possible factor in that 
outer belt of power which was to bring coercion to bear on the inner power 
pivoting about the south of Russia. Now, from what I have seen lately, I have 
not the least doubt that that will bethe case. The potentiality of South America 
ав a naval power I look upon as very great. I believe that in the course, say, of 
the next half-century, in spite of the fact that just now Argentina has sold two 
ships to Japan, and Chili has sold a couple of ships to us—in spite of that fact, 
there will be au increase of naval strength in South America, resulting from 
purely natural causes, for the defence of her own coast and the protection of her 
own traffic, which will be only comparable to the extraordinary development which 
we have seen during the last half-century in Japan. This seems to me certainly 
to be one of the factors, if we are to look forward, with which, in the future 
naval politics of the world, we shall have to reckon. 

Мг. Amery: I think it is always onormously interesting if we can occasion- 
ally get away from the details of everyday politics and try to see things as a 
whole, and this is what Mr. Mackinder’s most stimulating lecture has done for ug 
to-night. He has given us the whole of history and the whole of ordinary politics 
under one big comprehensive idea. I remember when I did Herodotus at the 
university, he made the whole of history base itself upon the great struggle between 
the east and the west. Mr. Mackinder makes the whole of history and politics 
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base themselves on the great economical struggle between the great inside core of 
the Euro-Asiatic continent aud the smaller marginal regions and islands outside. I 
am not sure myself that these two struggles are not one and the same, because 
now we have discovered that the world is a sphere, east and west have only 
become relative terms. I would criticize one thing Mr. Mackinder said when 
he described Russia as the heir of Greece. It was not the ancient heir of Hellenic 
Greece, but of Byzantium, and Byzantium was the heir of the old Oriental 
monarchies with the Greek language and a tinge of Roman civilization thrown 
over it. І should like to go back, if I might, for a moment to this geographical 
economic foundation on which Mr. Mackinder built the framework of his lecture. 
I think I would conceive the thing somewhat differently. There are, to my mind, 
not two, but three economico-military forces, If we begin with the ancient world, 
you have the broad geographical division into the “steppes " of the interior, the 
rich marginal land suitable for agriculture, and the coast, and you have corre- 
sponding with these, three economical and three military systems. There is the 
economical and military system of the agricultural country, the system of the 
coast and sea-faring people, and the system of the steppes,; each had its peculiar 
weaknesses and its peculiar sources of strength. The strongest in many ways was 
the marginal and agricultural state. There you got the great solid military 
Empires, your Egyptian, your Babylonian, your Roman Empire, your large armies 
and citizen infantry, your great development of wealth. But these contained 
certain elements of weakness. Their own prosperity or the defects of their form 
of government would lead ultimately to slothfulness and weakness. Now, outside 
those you had two other systems. You had the steppe system, whose military 
strength lay, firstly, in its mobility, and, secondly, in its inaccessibility from the 
slower-moving agricultural powers. As regards the supposed “ hordes” of invaders 
which came from the interior, I do not myself believe there ever were those very 
large hordes and large populations in the interior. The fact is this, the steppe 
populations were small then as now, but from the fact of their mobility the heavier 
and slower military armies could not successfully attack them. In ordinary times, 
when the agricultural states were strong, the people of the steppes simply ran 
away from them, and the others found it too much trouble to conquer them. You 
remember the difficulty the Roman legions had with the Parthians; and I think 
we can find a very much more recent example of the difficulty a civilized state 
finds in conquering a steppe-power. Only a short time ago, the whole of the 
British army was occupied in trying to coerce some 40,000 or 50,000 farmers who 
lived on a dry steppe-land. That photograph Mr. Mackinder was showing reminded 
me exactly of what you could have seen not so many months ago in South Africa 
—I mean, that picture of waggons crossing the river was, except for the shape of 
the roof over the waggon, exactly like a picture of à Doer commando crossing a 
drift. We had the same difficulty in coercing them that all civilized powers have 
had with steppe people. Now, whenever the civilized powers on the marginal 
countries bave grown weak and have allowed small hired armies to do their work, 
they have got into difficulties, and that is where, it seems to me, the strength of 
the steppes has always come in. "There is no great economic strength at bottom, 
but the fact that they could retire into their inaccessible wilderness, and come 
upon tbe others in times of their weakness, gave the steppe peoples their power. 
'l'hen there is the third system, that of the maritime coast peoples: they had even 
less pure military strength, but they had the greatest mobility—the mobility, I 
mean, of the Vikings or the Saracens when they ruled the Mediterranean, and 
the Elizabethan Englishmen when they harried the Spanish Main. Coming to 
more modern times, there has been a certain further change in the agricultural 
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conditions, and the development, out of the old agricultural states, of the modern 
industrial state. "Then I would also notice that many countries which were steppe 
became agricultural and industrial. You have that, and you bave also the fact 
that very rarely in history do you get any state rising to great power by one 
system alone, The Turks began by being the people of the steppes, and came 
down and swept over Asia Minor; they then formed a regular military power, 
and conquered the great Turkish Empire; lastly, for a period they became 
the leading naval power in the Mediterranean. In the same way, you find the 
Romans, in order to beat the Carthaginians, became a sea-power as well as a land- 
power; and, in fact, fora power to be great it must have both these elements of 
strength. The Romans were a great military power with the marginal region 
as their base and with sea-power behind them, We ourselves have always had 
as a tase the industrial wealth of England. The Russian Empire, which covers 
the great steppe region, but is no longer in the hands of the old steppe 
people, is really a portion of the agricultural world, economically, which has 
conquered the steppe and is turning it into a great agricultural industrial power, 
and therefore giving a power which the pure steppe people never possessed. 
Mr. Mackinder referred to the fact that it is only within the last century that the 
agricultural races have occupied and populated the southern steppe of Russia proper 
They are doing the same thing in Central Asia; in fact, the old steppe people 
ara being squeezed out altogether, and you get, coming closer and closer together, 
two leading industrial-military powers, the one radiating out from a continental 
centre, and the other beginning from the sea, but gradually going further into the 
continent in order to have the big industrial base which it requires, because sea- 
power alone, if it is not based on great industry, and has a great population behiud 
it, is too weak for offence to really maintain itself in the world struggle. I do not 
intend to make many more remarks, but there is just one point—a word of Mr. 
Mackinder' suggested it to me, Horse and camel mobility has largely passed 
away; and it is now a question of railway-mobility as against sea-mobility. I 
should like to say that sea-mobility has gained enormously in military strength 
to wbat it was in ancient times, especially in the number of men that can be carried, 
In tbe old days the ships were mobile enough, but they carried few men, and the 
raids of the sea-people were comparatively feeble. Таш not suggesting anything 
political at the present time; I am merely stating a fact when I say that the sea 
is far better for conveying troops than anything, except fifteen or twenty parallel 
lines of railway. What I was coming to is this: that both the sea and the 
railway are going in the future—it may be near, or it may be somewhat remote 
—to be supplemented by the air as a means of locomotion, and when we come 
to that(as we are talking in broad Columbian epochs, I think I may be allowed 
to look forward a bit)—when we come to that, a great deal of this geographical 
distribution must lose its importance, and the successful powers will be those 
who have the greatest industrial basis. It will not matter whether they are in the 
centre of а continent or on an island ; those people who have the industrial power 
and the power of invention and of science will be able to defeat all others. I will 
leave that as a parting suggestion. 

Mr. HoaagTH: Аз the hour is rathcr late and the temperature rather low, I 
will not take up your time with any very lengthy remarks, We certainly have 
had a wonderfully suggestive paper, and I think it is neither necessary to advise 
the reader of the paper nor any one who has listened to it to try and think 
imperially. І would only ask Mr, Mackinder, when he replies, to make ше 
certain about one point. Does he really mean to imply—I think it is an inte- 
resting fact if he meant to establish it—that the state of things which is coming 
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to pass in this inner pivot land will be entirely different to anything that has been 
seen there before? That is to say, something like a stationary state of things 
has been brought about, and the country is being developed, till it will even be 
able to export its own products to the rest'of the world; and therefore we are 
never to see again the state of things that has existed all through ancient history 
in that a great central region which has continually sent its populations down into 
the marginal countries, while the marginal countries have sent back to it their 
influences of civilization, each operating in turn upon the other. The only other 
observation I would like to make is to reinforce Mr. Amery's objection to Mr. 
Mackinder's Greco-Slav. I am afraid I cannot accept that division of civilization 
between the Greek and the Roman. So far as Russia can be called a civilized 
country at this moment, it has, I think, not been civilized by the Orthodox Church ; 
in fact, I have yet to learn of any civilizing influence exerted by the Orthodox 
Church on a great scale. Its civilization is far more due to the social culture 
which was introduced by Peter the Great, and that was more Roman than Greek. 
But it is to my first question I should like Mr. Mackinder to give a clear answer, 
I should like to know what he seriously anticipates is going to be the effect on the 
world of this new distinction between the marginal and the central pivot lands. 
Mr. MackINDER : I have to thank all the speakers for dotting my ѓа and crossing 
my гв. I am delighted to find my formula work so well I do mean exactly 
wbat Mr. Hogarth says; I mean that for the first time within recorded history— 
and this is in reply to Sir Thomas Holdich as well—you have a great stationary 
population being developed in the steppe lands, This is a revolution in the world 
that we have to face and reckon with. I doubt very much, and there I agree 
with Mr. Amery, whether the numbers who came from the heart of Asia were 
very great. It seems to me quite as he puts it, and tbat their mobility was of 
the very essence of the whole thing, А small number of people coming from the 
steppe lands could do many things, given relative mobility as compared with 
the agricultural population, With regard to Sir Thomas Holdich’s inquiry as 
to what should send them forth, Sir Clements Markham has pointed out that 
the nomads did not pour forth once only. I dealt with the fact that for a 
thousand years the nomadic peoples came through Russia. I fail to see that, 
when you have this constant succession of descents upon the marginal lands, you 
are called upon to ask for any special physical change to explain it. All the 
accounts we have from the time of the earliest Greeks describe the drinkers of 
mares’ milk, and picture for us the nomadic mode of life; therefore I start with 
the fact that these peoples were nomadic and remained nomadic through two 
thousand years, and I do not see any evidence that we need either to call in any 
great physical change or yet to assume any great settled population. As far as 
I can see, Sven Hedin refuses the idea that you must necessarily ask for a great 
change of climate in order to explain the existence of the remains in Central Asia. 
You have powerful winds and much sand, aud from time to time the sand із swept 
over hundreds of miles across the desert. The sand determines the flow of the 
rivers and the position of the lakes, and some great storm diverting a river into 
another course would no doubt suffice to ruin a town abandoned by the water. 
ТЬе mere fact that there were nomads, and that there were rich countries to be 
plundered, seems to me to be almost sufficient for my theory. In the future, 1 
think, you are bound to have different economic provinces, one based mainly on 
the sea, and the other on the heart of the continent and on railways. Т do not 
think Mr, Amery has allowed sufficiently for the fact that the very largest armies 
cannot be moved by means of a navy. The Germans marched nearly a million 
men into France; they marched, and used the railways for supplies. Russia, by 
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her tariff system and in other ways, is steadily hastening the accomplishment of 
what I may call the non-oceanic economic system. Her whole policy, by her tariff 
system, by her break of gauge on her rail ways, is to separate herself from external 
oceanic competition.* With regard to the basis of sea-power in industrial wealth, 
I absolutely agree. What I suggest is that great industrial wealth in Siberia 
and European Ruasia and a conquest of some of the marginal regions would give 
the basis for a fleet necessary to found the world empire, Mr. Amery's way of 
putting the three groups of powers is slightly different from mine, but it is 
essentially the same. I ask for an inner land mobility, for а margin densely 
populated, and for external sea forces. It is true the camel-men and the horse- 
men are going; but my suggestion is that railways will take their place, and then 
you will be able to fling power from side to side of this area, My aim is not to 
predict a great future for this or that country, but to make a geographical formula 
into which you could fit any political balance. 

There was a point with regard to the Grmco-Slav: in the sense in which Mr. 
Hogarth and Mr. Amery have taken me, I agree with them, but after all I cannot 
help feeling that Christianity fell on two very different soils—the Greek philosophic 
and the Roman legal, and that it has in consequence differently influenced the 
Slav and the Teuton. However, that is a mere incident, and И Г qualify my 
statement by speaking of the Byzantine, I shall then get near to what Mr, Amery 
asks, and I think I shall do away with the necessity of introducing the example 
of Rome which Mr. Hogarth brought forward. As regards the potentialities of the 
land and of the people, I would point out that in Europe there are now more than 
40,000,000 people in the steppe land of Russia, and it is by no means yet densely 
occupied, and that the Russian population is probably increasing faster than any 
other great civilized or half-civilized population in the world, With a decreasing 
French population, and a British not increasing as fast as it was, and the native- 
born populations of the United States and Australia coming nearly to a standstill, 
you have to face the fact that in a hundred years 40,000,000 people have occupied 
but a mere corner of the steppe. I think you are on the way to a population 
which will be numbered by the hundred million; and this is a tendency which 
you must take into account in assigning values to the variable quantities in the 
equation of power for which I was seeking a geographical formula, The point 
with regard to Korea and the Persian gulf which was put by Mr. Spencer Wilkin- 
son exactly illustrates my correlation of the Far Easterp, Middle Eastern, and Near 
Eastern questions. I represent these as being the present temporary form cf the 
collision between the external and internal forces acting through the intermediate 
zone, which is itself the seat of independent forces. I quite agree that the function 
of Britain and of Japan is to act upon the marginal region, maintaining the balance 
of power there as against the expansive internal forces. I believe that the future 
of the world depends on the maintenance of this balance of power. It appears 
to me that our formula makes it clear that we must see to it that we are not 
driven out of the marginal region. We must maintain our position there, and 
then, whatever happens, we are fairly secure. ‘The increase of population in the 
inner regions and the stoppage of increase in the outer regions may be rather 
serious; but perhaps South America will come in to help us. 

The PnarsirpENT: I confess I have been entranced by Mr. Mackinder’s paper, 
and I could вее by the close attention with which it was listened to by the audience 


— — 


* Tho Russian customs ring is, of course, во placed as to add to the pivotal area for 
economie purposes considerable sections of the marginal lands, although not of the 
oceanic coasts.—H, J. M. 
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that you all shared my feeling in that respect. Mr. Mackinder has dealt with the 
old, old story from the very dawn of history, the struggle between Ormerzd and 
Ahriman, and he has shown us how that struggle has continued on from the very 
dawn of history to the present day. Не has explained all tliis to us with в 
brilliancy of description and of illustration, with а close grasp of the subject, and 
with a clearness of argument which we bave seldom bad equalled in this room. 
I am sure you will all with me give a unanimous vote of thanks to Mr. Mackinder 
for his most interesting paper this evening. 





Halford Mackinder's geopolitical strategy helped the Anglosphere nations dominate 
Eurasia. Now that era is coming to an end. 


Superbubble, Oct 7 2021 


George Orwell saw the future. Nineteen Eighty-Four split the world into three 
dominant mega-states: Oceania, Eastasia and Eurasia. The three states have 
similar regimes, and pursue permanent warfare against each other in ever 
shifting alliances. And the reasons for these wars are not clear to the public. 





Orwell's vision resembles the emerging tri-polar world order with the EU, China and the 
Five-Eyes nations forming three competing political and economic units. The Five-Eyes 
alliance was formed during World War 2 by the major Anglosphere nations: USA, UK, AUS, NZ, 
and CAN. And as the idea of a cohesive west falls apart, their economic, military and cultural 
ties come to the fore. The similarities between Orwell's map and present-day geopolitics are 
not coincidence. His predictions were heavily influenced by reading Sir Halford Mackinder's 
Heartland Theory. Mackinder was a geographer, avowed imperialist, and is known as the 
father of geopolitics'. His work provided the strategy for more than a century of British and 
then American war across the Eurasian landmass. 


In January 1904 Mackinder presented a paper to the Royal Geographical Society called 'The 
Geographical Pivot of History'. Naval supremacy was key to Britain's empire, but Mackinder 
predicted that global power could only be maintained by controlling the Eurasian landmass. 
This was just before the British Empire peaked in 1913 (at around a quarter of the wold's 
population and land mass). By redrawing the world map 'from above' Mackinder put central 
Asia at the geographical centre of the world. 


He argued that the world could most be usefully divided into: 


1.TheWorld-Island: Europe, Asia and Africa. The regions with the most land, 
natural resources and people. 


2.The Offshore Islands: most notably Japan and the British-Irish Isles. 
3.The Outlying Islands: North America, South America, and Oceania. 


At the centre of the World-Island is what Mackinder called the 'Heartland' – 
between the Volga and Yangtze rivers, and from the Himalayas to the Arctic. Mackinder's aim 
was to alert Britain's elite to a serious threat to the empire. He predicted: 


*400 years of European naval dominance was coming to an end, and 


*any power controlling the Russian heartland, and its industrial, agricultural and 
natural resources, could control the world. 


This core area of Asia, and Europe, and Africa has inherent power, because land routes could 
securely connect most of the world's natural resources and human labour. So if the World- 
Island ever united as a single political entity, it would possess overwhelming economic and 
military advantages. Mackinder's recommendation was for UK maritime powers to encourage 
the creation of geopolitical buffer zones, for example in Eastem Europe. And the best buffers 
are controlled, chaotic or failed states forming chokepoints across Eurasia. In Democratic 
Ideals and Reality (1919) Mackinder summarized his theory: 


Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland; 

who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island; 

who rules the World-Island commands the world. 
This odd little ditty has shaped geopolitics, and driven war and conquest for more than a 
century. Although not influential through the 1920s and 30s, Heartland Theory was taken very 
seriously in Germany, where geographer Karl Haushofer feared that Britain would make 
Mackinder's vision real. So Haushofer began to persuade the German establishment against 
what the saw as the British strategy to control Eurasia. In 1942, Democratic Ideals and Reality 


was published in the United States, with an intent to help shape US foreign policy. And from 
then on Mackinder's ideas drove US strategy across Eurasia. Protected by seas and oceans the 
Anglo nations were relatively unscathed domestically by the two world wars. After that 
Heartland Theory was promoted and perfected in the US and UK. 


When NATO was formed in 1952 General Lord Ismay, its first Secretary General, famously said 
the organization was created to: 


Keep the Soviets out, the Americans in, and the Germans down. 


Later, US National Security advisors Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski elaborated 
Mackinder's vision across Eurasia. Heartland Theory fueled fears in London and Washington 
that an alliance between Russia and Germany could negate their overwhelming sea power. 
And that combining the vast natural resources of Russia with western European industry 
would create an unassailable world power. So it became a tenet of US and UK policy to keep 
Germany and Russia apart at all costs. According to George Friedman of Stratfor: 

The primordial interest of the United States (for which over a century we fought 

wars: the First, the Second, the Cold War) has been the relationship between 


Germany and Russia, because united they are the only force that could threaten us ... 
And to make sure that doesn't happen. 
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Abstract: This article examines the notion of a "Greater Europe" in Russian foreign policy from 
the 1990s to the present. The idea developed as the Russian government sought to establish its national 
and civilizational identy in the wake of the USSR's dissolution. At the turn of the 21*' century, Moscow 
embraced the idea of a rapprochement with the rest of Europe. Pursuing the notion of *Greater Europe," 
to create a single continental economic, political and cultural space, became a major diplomatic objec- 
tive as it developed a strategic partnership with the European Union. However, in more recent years its 
outlook on the world has changed. Furthermore, after relations with Brussels deteriorated in the wake of 
the Ukrainian crisis and the latter's imposition of sanctions has also affected Russian foreign policy. 
This article considers the emergence and evolution of the idea of a “Greater Europe", and examines pos- 
sible ways to realize this ambition. It argues that a EAEU-EU "combination" could become a basis for 
implementing this concept. However, any potential rapprochement can only be possible when the po- 
litical barriers the EU established in its relations with Russia and the EAEU are removed. 
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Аннотация: Развитие российского государства исторически сопровождалось поиском 
национально-цивилизационной идентичности, что проецировалось на его внешнюю полити- 
ку. В конце ХХ ~ начале ХХІ в. Россия обратилась к идее сближения с европейскими странами и 
выдвинула концепцию «Большой Европы» как проект создания единого общеевропейского эко- 
номического, политического гуманитарного пространства. Реализация проекта «Болышой Европы» 
стала одним из главных направлений российской внешней политики конца ХХ - начала ХХ] в. 
Однако с начала 2000-х гг. международная обстановка значительно изменилась. После событий 
2014 г. на Украине и последующих санкций со стороны ЕС отношения между Россией и Евро- 
союзом оказались в состоянии глубокого кризиса, что значительно осложнило осуществление 
идеи о единой и неделимой «Большой Европе». В данной статье авторы прослеживают историю 
возникновения и развития идеи «Большой Европы», выявляют проблемы ее реализации в новом 
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формате взаимодействия между Евразийским экономическим союзом и Европейским союзом. 
Авторы приходят к выводу, что эффективное взаимодействие между евразийской и европейской 
интеграциями может придать новый импульс идее «Большой Европы» только в случае преодо- 
ления политического барьера в отношениях между ЕС и Россией. 

Ключевые слова: Россия, внешняя политика, Большая Европа, Евразийский экономи Ye- 
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Introduction 


As it evolved, the Russian state sought to establish its national and civilizational 
identity, an endeavor that was reflected in its foreign policy. At the turn of the 21* centu- 
ry, Moscow embraced the idea of a rapprochement with the rest of Europe and advocated 
a "Greater Europe" to create a single pan-European economic, political and cultural 
space. As a result, implementing a Greater Europe became one of it main foreign policy 
goals, as it developed a strategic partnership with the European Union. However, since 
the early 2000s, the global environment has changed dramatically. After the events of 
2014 in Ukraine, relations between Russia and the EU entered into a deep crisis, which 
made it much more difficult to establish a single and undivided Greater Europe. At the 
same time, Moscow 's diplomatic priorities also changed as it developed Eurasian orienta- 
tion and integrating its states in this space now became a major priority. As a result, 
it now sought closer ties not only with the EU, but also with China, which also has inte- 
gration initiatives in Eurasia. 

In his speech in 2015 at the 20" annual conference of the Baltic Forum, “The U.S., 
the European Union (EU) and Russia — the New Reality,” Russia’s former Foreign Minis- 
ter Igor Ivanov acknowledged the failure of the Greater Europe project. As he put it, 
“Russia is no longer the eastern flank of the abortive Greater Europe and is becoming 
the western flank of the emerging Greater Eurasia”. Nevetheless the question remains 
relevant: Does the rise of “Greater Eurasia" mean the end of a “Greater Europe"? 

This article traces the emergence and evolution of the idea of a Greater Europe. It will 
go on to analyze possible ways of implementing it according to the example of interaction 
between the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) and the EU, and concludes by conside- 
ring the prospects for a Greater Europe. 


The History of the Idea of "Greater Europe" 


In 1959, French President Charles de Gaulle proclaimed: “Europe — from the Atlantic 
Ocean to the Ural Mountains — it is Europe that will determine the future of the world". 
Scholars still debate the meaning of his phrase. Not a proponent of Atlanticism, the French 
leader went on to use the expression "Europe from the Atlantic Ocean to the Urals" on 
multiple occasions and in different contexts, to effect a rapprochement between France 
and Germany in promoting European integration, and establish a dialog with the USSR. 
At a meeting with Soviet Ambassador S.A. Vinogradov, De Gaulle said: “Time will come 
when we will be building Europe together with the Soviet Union”. 


! I, Ivanov, “Zakat bolshoi Evropy,” Russian International Affairs Council, accessed November 4, 2019, 
https://russiancouncil.ru/en/analytics-and-comments/anal ytics/zakat-bolsho y-evropy /. 

? E.lu. Шча, “The concept of Greater Europe from Lisbon to Vladivostok: problems and perspecti- 
ves," MGIMO Review of International Relations 4, no. 2 (2015): 77-85. 

* A. Oganesyan, “Evropa: ot Lissabona do Vladivostoka, accessed December 4, 2019, http://www. geopolitics.ru/ 
2012/12/evropa-ot- lissabona-do-vladi vostoka-2/. 


МЕЖДУНАРОДНЫЕ ОТНОШЕНИЯ 439 


Anatoly V. Tsvyk, Konstantin P. Kurylev. RUDN Journal of Russian History 19, no. 2 (2020): 438-447 


As he expanded the geopolitical contours of single Europe all the way to the Urals, 
including the European part of the USSR, the president was probably the first European 
politician to consider continental unity in the context of closer ties with Moscow. In effect, 
he hoped to enlarge the boundanes of the European Economic Community's “Smaller Europe.” 
However, his endeavor to tie Europe's leading nations more closely with Russia culturally, 
economically, politically, as well as in defence, has deep roots in history. 

Over the centuries, Russia relationship with the West has been seen in the context 
of its own national identity. It was a question that occupied the minds of Russia's elite 
beginning with Peter the Great's reforms in the early 18" century, when the empire was 
seen as backward compared to Europe. The quest to become an equal of the West was 
an important element of its transformation into a European great power. And in taking 
the European path of modernization championed by the *Westernizers," Russia sought 
closer ties with the continent's other powers.* 

Western scholars have seen Russia's relations with the rest of Europe in different 
ways. Sir Halford Mackinder, the most prominent representative of the Anglo-Saxon 
school of geopolitics, introduced the notion of the “Heartland” in his landmark article of 
1904, “The Geographic Pivot of the History." This was his term for northwestern Eura- 
sia, rich in natural resources and geographically inaccessible to Great Britain or any other 
maritime nation. Sir Halford noted that the Heartland had strongly influenced European 
events throughout history. In his opinion, Europe was the home of modern civilization. 
However, the Heartland, controlled by Russia (or the USSR) was a force that made a di- 
rect impact on the continent. Therefore, joining it with Russia might create the most po- 
werful combination in the world, thereby eclipsing the British Empire. 

Subsequently, the German school of geopolitics saw the Soviet Union as a potential 
ally to oppose the Anglo-Saxon maritime powers, i.e. the U.K. and the U.S. In the 1920's 
and 30's, Karl Haushofer, one of its most prominent advocates, advocated a Berlin — 
Moscow — Tokyo continental bloc. More recently, the neo-fascist Belgian politician Jean- 
François Thiriart proposed a “Euro-Soviet Empire from Vladivostok to Dublin,” to libe- 
rate the continent from the American “thalassocracy” (rule by the sea) ^ 

During the Cold War, when Western — above all British and American — strategists 
saw the Soviet Heartland as their main ideological rival, any serious attempt to create 
a European political and military common space with the USSR was virtually impossi- 
ble.’ Nevertheless, some European statesmen, most notably De Gaulle, as well as Soviet 
leaders, held out hopes for such a combination. According to I. Timofeev, 


Europe was divided into two military and political camps. But their equivalence, as well as the inter- 
nal consolidation and stability of virtually all players made it possible to have common rules of 
the game.* 


In 1985, the signing of the final act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation 
(CSCE) in Europe, or Helsinki Accords, which defined the underlying principles of Soviet 
cooperation with the West, was an important step towards a Greater Europe. 


* R. Taras, Russian Identity in International Relations: Images, Perceptions, Misperceptions (London: 
Routledge, 201 3), 305. 

* H.J. Mackinder, "The Geographical Pivot of History," The Geographical Journal 23, no. 4 (1904): 
421-437. 

° Edouard Rix, “Jean Thiriart, the Machiavelli of United Europe, accessed November 20, 2019, https: // 
www.academia.edu/12121122/ Jean Thiriart the Machiavelli of United Europe. 

7 €. Crouch, D. Marquand, Towards Greater Europe? A Continent without an Iron Curtain (Oxford: 
Blackwell Publishers, 1992), accessed 12 December, 2019, http://books google.com/books? id-MzIY IgA ACA AJ &dq= 
2«22Greater-Europe?522&as brr-0. 

* |. Timofeev, “An unbalanced Europe and a new order in the OSCE area," Paper of "Valdai" Inter- 
national Discussion Club, accessed November 20, 2019, http://ru.valdaiclub.com files’ 23949/. 
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During the Perestroika era of ће 198075, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev raised 
the idea of a rapprochement with the West through a “Common European Home." During 
his visits to France in 1985 and Czechoslovakia two years later, he explained that his ini- 
tiative was to help overcome the Cold War by eliminating the military and political hostility 
between the continent's socialist and capitalist systems." However, according to I. Ma- 
ksimychev, 


weaknesses of an updated political system of the USSR/Russia were effectively used by the West to 
impose its own pattern of a 'New World Order' on the global community, a pattern that did not take 
into account Russia's security needs.'' 


The Charter of Paris for a New Europe adopted at a 1990 CSCE summit in Paris 
"set forth guidelines for realization of a community of free and democratic States from 
Vancouver to Vladivostok" — a Greater Europe, which were reaffirmed by the 1992 Hel- 
sinki Declaration of the CSCE. But those documents were not binding. 


The Soviet Union and, afterwards, Russia, diligently abided by all the clauses of the resolutions, 
without heeding any possible domestic political repercussions; other parties carefully selected what 
suited them and what did not. It is perfectly obvious that a true 'Greater Europe' was not among their 
priorities," 

I. Maksimychev justly notes. 

The Soviet leadership's controversial actions in domestic and foreign policy, fol- 
lowed by the disintegration of the USSR in 1991 and subsequent collapse of a bipolar 
system of international relations did not bring about the Common European Home that 
Gorbachev so ardentl y desired. On the contrary, notes A.V. Vinogradov, 

the West, by inertia, perceived its victory in Europe as a victory on global scale, a triumph in the | old 

War, as it haughtily ignored not only the defeated Russia but the rising East". 


Kuznetsov adds, 


The 1990s were essentially a time when an EU-centric model of “Greater Europe’ was beginning to 
dominate. It is not by chance that the term ‘Greater Europe’ in Western academic papers was increa- 
singly substituted with “Wider Europe’ (etymologically close to ‘Expanded Europe,’ which implies 
the presence of a nucleus of some sort).'* 


The Wider Europe included the former members of the Eastern bloc, which were to 
be integrated with the European Union. 

In 1994, the EU signed an Agreement on Partnership and Cooperation with Russia. 
While it was a step ahead in bettering relations between the two parties, as Е. Lukianov 
noted, Russia was not going to be integrated with the EU. However, the idea of “strategic 
partnership” became the conceptual basis of relations between Russia and Union during 
the entire post-Soviet period." 

It was becoming increasingly evident that the approach in Brussels to building a Greater 
Europe remained vastly different from Russia’s. The former’s policy with regard to Eastern 
Europe was to predicate its relations on the EU’s dominance. For instance, in March 2003 


? T. Hopf, Understandings of Russian Foreign Policy (Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University 
Press, 1999), 205. 

19 LM. Busygina, Osnovy Bol'shoi Evropy (Moscow: Spetskniga Publ., 2014), 31-62. 

! [bid., 115. 

 [bid., 115. 

З A.V. Vinogradov, "Russia in Eurasia: between China and the West. Identity, Ideology and Geo- 
politics," Outlines of global transformations: politics, economics, law 12, no. 2 (2019): 228-246. 

^ А. Kuznetsov, "Rethinking the concept of Greater Europe due to the Ukrainian crisis," /nternatio- 
nal Affairs, no. 12 (2014): 6-17. 

15 F, Lukianov, "Nebol'shaya Evropa,” Rossiiskaia gazeta, accessed November 3, 2019, https://rg.ru/ 
20 16/08/ 16/fedor-lukiano v-evrosotuz-vpal- v-konceptualnyj-stupor.htm. 
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the European Commission released a report titled “Wider Europe — Neighborhood: A New 
Framework for Relations with our Eastern and Southern Neighbors," which unveiled a new 
European neighborhood policy and emphasized the EU's importance in strengthening ties 
with neighboring countries. 

The primary objective of this neighborhood policy was establishing “special rela- 
tions” with CIS nations to prevent a regional union under Russia’s auspices. As M. Lagu- 
tina notes, the EU de facto started knowingly to exclude Russia from participating in its 
neighborhood policy, despite the latter’s central geopolitical role in the post-Soviet space. 
In declaring its goal to be creating a Europe “without dividing lines,” Brussels was actual- 
ly producing new divisions between Russia and other CIS countries. Moscow, in turn, 
sought to keep its influence in the region by developing its own integration initiatives and 
projects. At the same time, as N. Arbatova notes, “The space to the east of the EU is 
treated as a single unit, though Russia is seen to occupy a special position because its re- 
sources are important for Europe as a whole."'^ В. Sakwa agrees: “оп a range of structu- 
ral and ideological issues Russia and Europe were increasingly mutual dependent, as in 
the energy sector, as well as in security matters". 

However, Atlanticism was growing stronger, and NATO continued its eastward ex- 
pansion. It was not only gradually eliminating the idea of Russia as a guarantor of common 
European security but also suggested a policy of more active military and political confron- 
tation with Moscow. By contrast, the idea of building a Greater Europe of Russia and 
the EU largely determined the former's foreign policy in the early 21* century. 

In 2005, at a Russia-EU summit in Moscow, the parties adopted “roadmaps” towards 
building a common economic space, as well as common spaces of freedom, security, jus- 
tice, external security, scientific research, and education. Going forward, implementing 
these roadmaps was linked to the idea of building a common economic space from Lis- 
bon to Vladivostok.'* Speaking at a top-level meeting within the framework the summit's 
framework, Russian President Vladimir Putin referred to a Greater Europe, which, in his 
view, had been under construction since the Berlin Wall had come down." 

Many scholars see the “Partnership for Modernization” initiative proposed in 2009 
ata Russia-EU summit as a way to strengthen their strategic partnership and create a com- 
mon economic space. The partnership's priorities included encouraging investment in key 
sectors driving growth and innovation; enhancing and deepening bilateral trade and eco- 
nomic relations; promoting small and medium-sized enterprises; sponsoring harmoniza- 
tion of technical regulations and standards, as well strictly enforcing intellectual property 
rights, among other.~” 

However, during the next decade Russia's foreign policy priorities shifted away 
from the West towards Eurasian integration*'. The political conflict between Russia and 
the EU that resulted from the Ukrainian crisis of 2014 and the latter's subsequent sanctions 
put significant obstacles in the way of a of a Greater Europe. One result was the Treaty on 


!*^ М. Arbatova, "Cooperation or Integration? Russia and Greater Europe," Osteuropa 53, no. 9 (2003): 
1492-1500. 

1? В. Sakwa, "Looking for a Greater Europe: From Mutual Dependence to an International Regime,” 
Communist and Post-Communist Studies 45, no. 3-4 (2012): 315-325. 

$ V. V. Putin, “Po Иорат sammita Rossiya ~ ES utverzhdeny ,dorozhnye karty” chetyrekh obshchikh 
prostranstv," accessed November 25, 2019, http://kremlin.ru/events/president/ news/ 3333 1. 

9 V. V. Putin "Vstupitel'noe slovo na vstreche па vysshem urovne Rossiya ~ Evropeiskii soyuz,” ac- 
cessed 7 November, 2019, http://www. kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/ 22966. 

9 "[nitsiativa Rossiya-ES'Partnerstvo Фуа modernizatsii,” accessed November 3, 2019, http://eu- 
russiacentre.ru/wp-content/ sklad/2009/10/EURC review ХУ RUS.pdf. 

1 А.У. Tsvyk, "*Greater Europe’ or ‘Greater Eurasia’? In Search of New Ideas for the Eurasian inte- 
gration, RUDN Journal of Sociology, 18, no. 2 (2018): 262-270. 
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the Eurasian Economic Union, which took effect in 2015. A. Lukin notes that "Russia 
began to demonstrate its desire to act as a "collector" of the single geopolitical space of 
the Eurasian continent. ? 


The Eurasian Economic Union and the European Union: 
The End or New Possibilities for the Greater Europe? 


This new diplomatic orientation eastwards did not mean abandoning the idea of 
a Greater Europe, but the EAEU's emergence has nevertheless changed it. In a 2011 arti- 
cle in the Moscow daily /zvestia, Vladimir Putin revisited the notion. As he saw it, 
the future EAEU was meant to be an integral part of Greater Europe united by shared 
values of freedom, democracy, and market laws. The Russian president emphasized that 
the dialogue with the EU was to be carried out on behalf of the Customs Union (later 
the EAEU), not Russia alone.” A few weeks later, the paper published a piece by Bela- 
rus' President Alexander Lukashenko discussing the prospects for Eurasian integration. 
Also advocating an undivided Greater Europe, he introduced the term “integration of in- 
tegrations" into the discourse." 

Since its creation, the EAEU has attempted to open a dialogue with the European Union. 
In October 2015, the Eurasian Economic Commission (EAEC) approached the European 
Commission to establish official contacts and begin discussions to create a common eco- 
nomic space. However, the official reply from Brussels in November was to Moscow 
rather than the EA EC (and, consequently, to the EAEU). Jean-Claude Juncker, who then 
headed the Commission, did reply that he supported developing relations between the EU 
and the EAEU, noting that he had instructed his staff to consider possible areas of coope- 
ration with the latter. At the same time, he pointed out that any decisions would have to 
be adopted by a consensus of all EU member nations and must be linked to the Minsk 
Accords on Ukraine. Russia reacted by expressing its doubts about tying any collabora- 
tion between the two unions and settling the Ukrainian imbroglio, since, in its view, im- 
plementing the Minsk Accords largely depended on Kiev. 

N. Kondrateva argues that the EU's inability to pursue a better relationship with 
the EAEU is quite understandable. First, there are a number of formerly socialist East 
European countries among its members, some of whom are hostile to Russia. At the same 
time, the post-Soviet space 15 an area of special interest for the EU's Eastern Partnership 
initiative, ^ and establishing EAEU exacerbated their rivalry. As has been pointed out, 
the European neighborhood policy and the Eastern Partnership are only feasible in the ab- 
sence of any alternatives to European integration. Indeed, in pursuing the former, EU of- 
ficials disregard the EAEU and are unwilling to consider mechanisms for developing re- 
lations between the two entities.” 

Moreover, according to Russian scholars, the EU often prefers to deal with the EAEU's 
members on a bilateral basis, such as its “Eastern Partnership" involving Belarus and Ar- 
menia. For example, on the back of an Eastern Eastern Partnership summit in Brussels in 


2 А. Lukin, D. Novikov, “From Greater Europe to Greater Eurasia: What Brings the World a Funda- 
mental Geopolitical Shift,” Vostok Afro-Aziatskie obshchestva: istoriia i sovremennost, по. 5 (2018): 60-76. 

B V. Putin “A new integration project for Eurasia-the future that is emerging today," /zvestia, acces- 
sed November 6, 2019, https://iz.ru/news/52761. 

M А.О. Lukashenko, “About the destiny of our integration," Izvestia, accessed November 8, 2019, 
https: //iz.ru/news/504081 . 

2 “Тһе Eurasian Economic Union proposes to start a dialogue on the creation of a common economic 
space," TASS, accessed November 7, 2019, http://tass.ru/ekonomika/2380019. 

% М. Kondrateva, "EU-EAEU Relations: Features of the Present Stage," Sovremennaya Evropa, по. 3 
(2018): 62. 

” Ibid., 64. 
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late November 2017, the EU and Armenia signed a Comprehensive and Enhanced Part- 
nership Agreement, which includes provisions on trade and economic cooperation, libera- 
lization of the visa regime, etc." At the same time, work is under way for the EU to enter 
into a similar agreement with Belarus. 

In both cases, the initiative to deepen bilateral cooperation came from the EU, which, 
according to Irina Gurova, was motivated by a desire to compete with Russia over closer 
links with former Soviet republics.” M. Entin suggests that Brussels hopes to profit from 
controversies within the EAEU, adding that its members must work towards establishing 
common gound and be wary of setting up any free trade zone with the EU.?? 

As a result, integrating the EAEU with the EU remains on the drawing board, despite 
its promise of building a common economic, political and cultural space within the frame- 
work of Greater Europe. One obstacle is the fact that politics tend to take precedence over 
economic interests. As N. Zaslavskaia observed, political and conceptual differences, com- 
peting geopolitical priorities, clashing values, as well as diverging conceptions of possible 
interaction impede cooperation between the two groups.’ 

According to A. Gromyko, the EAEU and the EU walk a fine line between co-exis- 
tence and confrontation. The idea of common space from Lisbon to Vladivostok remains 
an important goal for the future, because the EU needs it no less than the EAEU." In con- 
sidering the relationship between the two institutions, A. Bazhan discerns three elements: 
Military and political confrontation; co-existence, regardless of that confrontation; and there 
is cooperation since they interact economically through trade and investment.** 

The model of the EU’s domestic market has become a benchmark for identifying 
priorities of the Eurasian economic model, in Kondrateva's opinion. She explains that du- 
ring a short period, the EAEU adopted many institutional and legal elements of the Europe- 
an model. As a result, from the very start, similarities between the way the two unions have 
developed have encouraged their congruence in the future. Indeed, they share many mutual 
interests. First, the EU could play a pivotal role promoting technological development and 
digitalization in the EAEU's member nations. Second, EAEU members could provide energy 
security to the EU. Most important, their interaction could be the foundation of a new secu- 
rity system, one that is Eurasian rather than Atlantic, without U.S. involvement. 


Conclusion 


At the turn of the 21“ century, better relations with European governments became 
a top priority for Russia's leaders. To realise this ambition, they suggested the idea of 
a Greater Europe to build a common pan-European economic, political and cultural space. 
The concept of single, undivided Greater Europe with the USSR/Russia had deep histori- 
cal roots. However, during the Cold War closer ties with Western Europe were virtually 


**“Evrosoyuz i Armeniya podpisali soglashenie o partnerstve,” Deutsche Welle, accessed Novem- 
ber 29, 2019, http:/^www.dw.com/ru/evrosoyuz-i-armeniy a-podpisali-sog lashenie-o-partnerstve/a-415 2462 5. 

> | Gurova, “Eastern Partnership: Trade Integration of the EU Target Countries," Mirovaya eko- 
nomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosheniya 62, no. 3 (2018): 86-97. 

9? “Evraziiskii ekonomicheskii soyuz i Evrosoyuz: sotrudnichestvo, sosushchestvovanie ili konfron- 
tatsiya,” accessed October 30, 2019, https: //eurasia.expert/evraziyskiy -ekonomicheskiy -soyuz-i-evrosoyuz- 
sotrudnichestvo- sosushchestvovanie-ili -kon frontatsty a. 

?! N.G. Zaslavskaya, "Challenges to Interaction between EAEU and EU," Administrative Consulting, 
no 11 (2017): 38-39. 

9 ALA. Gromyko, “Greater Europe: Internal and External Security Threats," Herald of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences 88 (201 8): 185—191. 

33 "Evraziiskii ekonomicheskii soiuz і Evrosoiuz: sotrudnichestvo, sosushchestvovanie ili konfron- 
tatsiia," accessed October 21, 2019, https://eurasia.expert/evraziyskiy -ekonomicheskiy -soyuz-i-evrosoyuz - 
sotrudnichestvo- sosushchestvovanie-ili-kon frontatsty a. 
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impossible due to the ideological, military and political confrontation between the capita- 
list and socialist blocks. 

As democratic reforms unfolded in the late 1980s, the Soviet Union took concrete 
steps to bring about a rapprochement of the Soviet Union and West European nations. 
Among other, the Soviet Union's leaders consented to abolishing the GDR and its subse- 
quent unification with its capitalist counterpart into a united Germany, while Gorbachev 
proposed a “Common European Home.” However, none of these initiatives helped inte- 
grate the USSR into a united Europe. Although the Soviet Union disintegrated in 1991, 
these moves still evoke controversy. 

As V. Inozemtsev notes, the Russian Federation that succeeded it was not ready to join 
the EU because of its own wordview;' and in the 1990s it relied on the 1994 Agreement 
on Partnership and Cooperation to interact with the body. Meanwhile, Brussels continued 
to promote its own model of integration, with the EU at the center and Russia on the pe- 
riphery. Nevertheless, their strategic partnership continued to thrive during the next deca- 
de, which resulted in adopting “roadmaps” and a “Partnership for modernization.” 

The years 2010s were a turning point in relations between Moscow and Brussels. 
The Ukrainian crisis and the EU's sanctions encouraged an eastward redirection in Russian 
foreign policy as it focused instead on Eurasian integration, and the concept of a Greater 
Eurasia began to replace that of a Greater Europe in the government's political discourse. 
Some scholars have noted that the same officials who had worked on the latter earlier on 
now turned their attention to the Greater Eurasia. As a result, the new model is similar to 
Its predecessor in some respects. Furthermore, this development did not extinguish hopes 
for a Greater Europe, since the EAEU is open to cooperation and integration with similar 
groups in the West as well as in the East. 

Any rapprochement between the two unions will only become possible the political 
barriers mounted by the EU in its relations with Russia and the EAEU are lowered. Brussels 
should stop perceiving the EAEU as a Russian project par excellence, aimed at reviving 
Moscow's hegemony in the post-Soviet space. Instead, its should realize that Eurasian 
integration in its current form is essential for promoting pan-European integration, 1.e., 
the Greater Europe. The EAEU, in turn, should strengthen its international legal standing 
and the economies of its member nations, to stop merely following the EU's rules and 
standards, and move away from being its disciple towards establishing a level playing 
field with Brussels. 

The idea of a Greater Europe has not lost its relevance. Despite some skepticism, 
French President Emmanuel Macron's declaration in August 2019 that he strongly advo- 
cates *a Europe stretching from Lisbon to Vladivostok," is evidence that a Greater Euro- 
pe is still on the minds of Western Europe's leaders. 


Рукопись поступила: 28 декабря 2019 г. 
Submitted: 28 December 2019 
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1. (C) Summary. Following a muted first reaction to 
Ukraine's intent to seek a NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP) 
at the Bucharest summit (ref A), Foreign Minister Lavrov and 
other senior officials have reiterated strong opposition, 
stressing that Russia would view further eastward expansion 
as a potential military threat. NATO enlargement, 
particularly to Ukraine, remains "an emotional and neuralgic" 
issue for Russia, but strategic policy considerations also 
underlie strong opposition to NATO membership for Ukraine and 
Georgia. In Ukraine, these include fears that the issue 
could potentially split the country in two, leading to 


violence or even, some claim, civil war, which would force 
Russia to decide whether to intervene. Additionally, the GOR 
and experts continue to claim that Ukrainian NATO membership 
would have a major impact on Russia's defense industry, 
Russian-Ukrainian family connections, and bilateral relations 
generally. In Georgia, the GOR fears continued instability 
and "provocative acts" in the separatist regions. End 
summary. 


MFA: NATO Enlargement "Potential Military Threat to Russia" 


2. (U) During his annual review of Russia's foreign policy 
January 22-23 (ref B), Foreign Minister Lavrov stressed that 
Russia had to view continued eastward expansion of NATO, 
particularly to Ukraine and Georgia, as a potential military 
threat. While Russia might believe statements from the West 
that NATO was not directed against Russia, when one looked at 
recent military activities in NATO countries (establishment 
of U.S. forward operating locations, etc. they had to be 
evaluated not by stated intentions but by potential. Lavrov 
stressed that maintaining Russia's "sphere of influence" in 
the neighborhood was anachronistic, and acknowledged that the 
U.S. and Europe had "legitimate interests" in the region. 
But, he argued, while countries were free to make their own 
decisions about their security and which political-military 
structures to join, they needed to keep in mind the impact on 
their neighbors. 


3. (U) Lavrov emphasized that Russia was convinced that 
enlargement was not based on security reasons, but was a 
legacy of the Cold War. He disputed arguments that NATO was 
an appropriate mechanism for helping to strengthen democratic 
governments. He said that Russia understood that NATO was in 
search of a new mission, but there was a growing tendency for 
new members to do and say whatever they wanted simply because 
they were under the NATO umbrella (e.g. attempts of some new 
member countries to "rewrite history and glorify fascists"). 


4. (U) During a press briefing January 22 in response to a 
question about Ukraine's request for a MAP, the MFA said "а 
radical new expansion of NATO may bring about a serious 
political-military shift that will inevitably affect the 
security interests of Russia." The spokesman went on to 
stress that Russia was bound with Ukraine by bilateral 
obligations set forth in the 1997 Treaty on Friendship, 
Cooperation and Partnership in which both parties undertook 
to "refrain from participation in or support of any actions 
capable of prejudicing the security of the other Side." The 
spokesman noted that Ukraine's "likely integration into NATO 
would seriously complicate the many-sided Russian-Ukrainian 
relations," and that Russia would "have to take appropriate 
measures." The spokesman added that "one has the impression 
that the present Ukrainian leadership regards rapprochement 
with NATO largely as an alternative to good-neighborly ties 


with the Russian Federation." 


Russian Opposition Neuralgic and Concrete 


5. (C) Ukraine and Georgia's NATO aspirations not only touch 
a raw nerve in Russia, they engender serious concerns about 
the consequences for stability in the region. Not only does 
Russia perceive encirclement, and efforts to undermine 
Russia's influence in the region, but it also fears 
unpredictable and uncontrolled consequences which would 
seriously affect Russian security interests. Experts tell us 
that Russia is particularly worried that the strong divisions 
in Ukraine over NATO membership, with much of the 
ethnic-Russian community against membership, could lead to a 
major split, involving violence or at worst, civil war. In 
that eventuality, Russia would have to decide whether to 


intervene; a decision Russia does not want to have to face. 


6. (C) Dmitriy Trenin, Deputy Director of the Carnegie 
Moscow Center, expressed concern that Ukraine was, in the 
long-term, the most potentially destabilizing factor in 
U.S.-Russian relations, given the level of emotion and 
neuralgia triggered by its quest for NATO membership. The 
letter requesting MAP consideration had come as a "bad 
surprise" to Russian officials, who calculated that Ukraine's 
NATO aspirations were safely on the backburner. With its 
public letter, the issue had been "sharpened." Because 
membership remained divisive in Ukrainian domestic politics, 
it created an opening for Russian intervention. Trenin 
expressed concern that elements within the Russian 
establishment would be encouraged to meddle, stimulating U.S. 
overt encouragement of opposing political forces, and leaving 
the U.S. and Russia in a classic confrontational posture. 

The irony, Trenin professed, was that Ukraine's membership 
would defang NATO, but neither the Russian public nor elite 
opinion was ready for that argument. Ukraine's gradual shift 
towards the West was one thing, its preemptive status as a de 
jure U.S. military ally another. Trenin cautioned strongly 
against letting an internal Ukrainian fight for power, where 
MAP was merely a lever in domestic politics, further 
complicate U.S.-Russian relations now. 


7. (C) Another issue driving Russian opposition to Ukrainian 
membership is the significant defense industry cooperation 
the two countries share, including a number of plants where 
Russian weapons are made. While efforts are underway to shut 
down or move most of these plants to Russia, and to move the 
Black Sea fleet from Sevastopol to Novorossiysk earlier than 
the 2817 deadline, the GOR has made clear that Ukraine's 
joining NATO would require Russia to make major (costly) 
changes to its defense industrial cooperation. 


8. (C) Similarly, the GOR and experts note that there would 


also be a significant impact on Russian-Ukrainian economic 
and labor relations, including the effect on thousands of 
Ukrainians living and working in Russia and vice versa, due 
to the necessity of imposing a new visa regime. This, 
Aleksandr Konovalov, Director of the Institute for Strategic 
Assessment, argued, would become a boiling cauldron of anger 
and resentment among the local population. 


9. (C) With respect to Georgia, most experts said that while 
not as neuralgic to Russia as Ukraine, the GOR viewed the 
situation there as too unstable to withstand the divisiveness 
NATO membership could cause. Aleksey Arbatov, Deputy 

Director of the Carnegie Moscow Center, argued that Georgia's 
NATO aspirations were simply a way to solve its problems in 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, and warned that Russia would be 
put in a difficult situation were that to ensue. 


Russia's Response 


10. (C) The GOR has made it clear that it would have to 
"seriously review" its entire relationship with Ukraine and 
Georgia in the event of NATO inviting them to join. This 
could include major impacts on energy, economic, and 
political-military engagement, with possible repercussions 
throughout the region and into Central and Western Europe. 
Russia would also likely revisit its own relationship with 
the Alliance and activities in the NATO-Russia Council, and 
consider further actions in the arms control arena, including 
the possibility of complete withdrawal from the CFE and INF 
Treaties, and more direct threats against U.S. missile 
defense plans. 


11. (C) Isabelle Francois, Director of the NATO Information 
Office in Moscow (protect), said she believed that Russia had 
accepted that Ukraine and Georgia would eventually join NATO 
and was engaged in long-term planning to reconfigure its 
relations with both countries, and with the Alliance. 
However, Russia was not yet ready to deal with the 
consequences of further NATO enlargement to its south. She 
added that while Russia liked the cooperation with NATO in 
the NATO-Russia Council, Russia would feel it necessary to 
insist on recasting the NATO-Russia relationship, if not 
withdraw completely from the NRC, in the event of Ukraine and 
Georgia joining NATO. 


12. (C) Russia's opposition to NATO membership for Ukraine 
and Georgia is both emotional and based on perceived 


strategic concerns about the impact on Russia's interests in 
the region. It is also politically popular to paint the U.S. 
and NATO as Russia's adversaries and to use NATO's outreach 


to Ukraine and Georgia as a means of generating support from 
Russian nationalists. While Russian opposition to the first 
round of NATO enlargement in the mid-1990's was strong, 
Russia now feels itself able to respond more forcefully to 
what it perceives as actions contrary to its national 
interests. 
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No place is really pacific for very long. Neither is the United States. We have constant 
wars. Europe will, | suspect not return to the 31 years [of war], but it will return to 
humanity. They will have their wars. They will have their peace. They will live their lives. It 
will not be a hundred million dead, but the idea of the European exceptionalism, | think, is 
the one suffering the first death. There will be conflict. There was conflict in Yugoslavia 
and there's certainly conflict now in Ukraine. As to the relationship to the United States, 
we no longer have a relationship with Europe. We have a relationship with Romania. We 
have a relationship with France. There is no Europe to have a relationship with. 


[Islamic extremism] is a problem to the United States but it is not an existential threat. It 
has to be dealt with, but it has to be dealt with proportionately. We have other foreign 
policy interests, so the primordial interest of the United States over which for a century we 
have fought wars—the first, the second and the cold war—has been the relationship 
between Germany and Russia because united they are the only force that could threaten 
us. To make sure that that doesn't happen, if you're Ukrainian, is essentially to reach out 
to the only country that will help you, which is the United States. 


Last week General Hodges, commander of the US Army in Europe, visited Ukraine. He 
announced that trainers would now officially becoming, not just unofficially coming. He 
actually pinned medals on Ukrainian fighters, which by protocol of the military is not the 
way it's done. Foreigners don't get to pin on medals on you, but he did, showing that this 
was his army. He then left and in the Baltics announced the United States would be pre- 
positioning armored artillery and other equipment in the Baltics, Poland, Romania and 
Bulgaria, which is a very interesting point. So yesterday the United States announced that 
it will be sending weapons to fight. Of course they denied it, but they are. The weapons 
will go. In all of this the United States has acted outside the context of NATO because 
NATO has to have a 100% vote. Any one country can veto anything, and the Turks will 
veto just for giggles. 


The point is that the United States is prepared to create a cordon sanitaire around 
Russia. Russia knows it. Russia believes that the United States intends to break the 
Russian Federation. | think that as Peter Lorre put it, we don't want to kill you. We just 
want to hurt you a little bit. Either way, we are back at the old game, and if you go ask a 
Pole, or a Hungarian, or Romanian, they live in a totally different universe from a German, 


and they live in a totally different universe from a Spaniard. So there is no commonality in 
Europe, but if | were a Ukrainian, | would do exactly what they are doing: try to draw the 
Americans in. 


The United States has a fundamental interest. It controls all the oceans of the world. No 
power has ever done that. Because of that we get to invade people and they don't get to 
invade us. It's a very nice thing. Maintaining control of the sea and control of space is the 
foundation of our power. The best way to defeat an enemy fleet is to not let it be built. The 
way the British managed to make sure no European power could build a fleet was to 
make sure the Europeans were at each other's throats. The policy that | would 
recommend is the one that Ronald Reagan adopted toward Iran and Iraq. He funded both 
sides so they would fight each other and not fight us. This was cynical. It was certainly not 
moral. It worked, and this is the point. The United States cannot occupy Eurasia. The 
moment the first boot sets on the ground, the demographic differential is we are totally 
outnumbered. We can defeat an army. We cannot occupy Iraq. The idea that 130,000 
men would occupy a country of 25 million? Well, the ratio in New York of cops to citizens 
was greater than what we had deployed in Iraq, so we don't have the ability to go across, 
but we do have the ability to first support various contending powers so they concentrate 
on themselves with political support, some economic support, military support advisers, 
and in extremis do what we did in Japan, in Vietnam, in Iraq and in Afghanistan: spoiling 
attacks. A spoiling attack is not intended to defeat the enemy. Its intent is to throw them 
off balance. What we did in each of these wars, in Afghanistan, for example, is we threw 
al Qaeda off balance. 


The problem we have, since we're young and stupid, is that having thrown them off 
balance, instead of saying, “ОК, job well done. Let's go home,” we said, "Well, that was 
easy. Why don't we build a democracy here? This was the moment the dementia came in. 
The answer, therefore, is the United States cannot constantly be intervening throughout 
Eurasia. It must be selectively intervening, and very rarely. That is the extreme moment. 
We cannot as the first step send American troops, and when we send American troops, 
we have to truly understand that the mission is limited to that and not develop all sorts of 
psychotic fantasies. So hopefully we've learned that this time. It takes a while for kids to 
learn lessons, but | think you're absolutely right. We cannot as an empire do that. 


Britain didn't occupy India. It took various Indian states and turned them against each 
other and provided some British officers for an Indian army. The Romans did not send 
vast armies out there. It created under the Emperor kings who were responsible for 
maintaining the peace. Pontius Pilate was an example. So empires that are directly 
governed by the empire, like the Nazi Empire, fail. No one has that much power. You 
have to have a level of cleverness. However, our problem is actually admitting that we 
have an empire. We haven't even got to that point where we don't think we can kind of go 
home and it'll be over and done... 


The question on the table for the Russians is: Will they retain a buffer zone that's at least 
neutral, or will the West penetrate so far in Ukraine that they're 70 miles away from 
Stalingrad [Volgograd] and 300 miles away from Moscow? For Russia the status of 
Ukraine is an existential threat, and the Russians cannot let go. For the United States, in 


the event that Russia holds on to the Ukraine, where will it stop? Therefore, it's not an 
accident that General Hodges, who's been appointed to be blamed for all of this, is talking 
about pre-positioning troops in Romania, Bulgaria, Poland and the Baltics. This is the 
intermarium from the Black Sea to the Baltic that Pilsudski dreamt of. This is the solution 
for the United States. 


The issue to which we don't have the answer is: What will Germany do? So the real wild 
card in Europe is that as the United States builds its cordon sanitaire, not in Ukraine, but 
to the west and the Russians try to figure out how to leverage Ukrainians out, we don't 
know the German position. Germany is in a very peculiar position. Its former Chancellor 
Gerhard Schróder is on the board of Gazprom. They have a very complex relationship to 
the Russians. The Germans themselves don't know what to do. They must export. The 
Russians can't take up their exports. On the other hand, if they lose the free trade zone, 
they need to build something different. For the United States, the primordial fear is 
German technology and German capital and Russian natural resources and Russian 
manpower. That is the only combination that has for centuries scared the hell out of the 
United States. So how does this play out? Well, the US has already put its cards on the 
table. It is the line from the Baltic to the Black Sea. 


As for the Russians, their cards have always been on the table. They must have at least a 
neutral Ukraine, not a pro-western Ukraine. Belarus is another question. Now whoever 
can tell me what the Germans are going to do is going to tell me about the next 20 years 
of history, but unfortunately the Germans haven't made up their mind, and this is the 
problem with Germany always—enormously economically powerful, geopolitically very 
fragile, and never quite knowing how to reconcile the two. Ever since 1871, this has been 
the German question, the question of Europe. Think about the German question because 
now it's coming up again. That's the next question that we have to address, but we dont 
know how to address it. 


А US-Backed, Far Right-Led Revolution in Ukraine 
Helped Bring Us to the Brink of War 


In 2014 Ukraine, great power gamesmanship, righteous anger at a corrupt status quo, 
and opportunistic far-right extremists toppled the government in the Maidan Revolution. 
Today's crisis in Ukraine can't be understood without understanding Maidan. 


Jacobin Magazine reb 7 2022 
By 
Branko Marcetic 





Protesters throw Molotov cocktails at Ukrainian troops during the Maidan protests on January 19, 
2014. (Mstyslav Chernov / Wikimedia Commons) 


Its January. A defiant crowd of protesters, a jumble of bodies where far-right extremists 
rub shoulders with everyday people, wants the head of the elected president. They chant 
anti-govemment slogans, occupy government buildings, and carry arms — some of them 
makeshift melee weapons, some of them hunting rifles and Kalashnikovs. By the time it's 
all said and done, the demonstrations will lead to the death and hospitalization of both 
protesters and police. 


Its not the Capitol riot in Washington that so horrified Americans and foreign observers in 
2021. This was the Ukrainian Maidan Revolution (or Euromaidan), which right around this 
time eight years ago actually succeeded in toppling the country's elected government, 
sending then president Viktor Yanukovych fleeing for his life to neighboring Russia. 


Nearly a decade on, the 2014 Revolution of Dignity, as it's known in Ukraine, remains one 
of the more widely misunderstood episodes of recent history. Yet understanding it is 
critical to understanding the ongoing standoff over Ukraine, which can largely be traced 
back to this polarizing event — depending on who you ask, an inspiring liberal revolution 
or a far-right coup d'état. 


Great Power Groundwork for Rebellion 





Like today's Russia-NATO tensions more broadly, at the heart of the Maidan protests was 
the push by some Western govemments, especially the United States, to isolate Russia 
by supporting the integration of peripheral parts of the former Soviet Union into European 
and Atlantic institutions — and Moscow's pushback against what it saw as an 
encroachment on its sphere of influence. 


In 2014, the man forced to navigate these tensions, Viktor Yanukovych, was taking his 
second crack at the Ukrainian presidency. He had first been ousted after the 2004 Orange 
Revolution that followed widespread charges of vote-rigging in the election that brought 
him to power. Before running again six years later, Yanukovych had worked to rebuild his 
reputation, becoming the country's most trusted politician. 


By 2010, international monitors had declared the most recent election free and fair, an 
"impressive display" of democracy, even. But once in power, Yanukovych's rule was again 
marred by widespread corruption, authoritarianism, and, for some, an uncomfortable 
friendliness to Moscow, which had made no secret of its backing him in the previous 
election. The fact that Ukraine was starkly divided between a more Europe-friendly West 
and Center and a more pro-Russia East — the same lines that largely determined the 
election — only added to the complication. 








Yanukovych was in a tricky spot. Ukraine relied on cheap gas from Russia, but a plurality 
of the country — not, crucially, an absolute majority — still wanted European integration. 
His political career was caught in the same bind: with his party formally allied to Vladimir 
Putin's own United Russia party, his pro-Russia base wanted to see closer relations with 
its neighbor; but the oligarchs who were the real reason he had gotten anywhere near the 
presidency were financially entangled with the West, and they feared competition to their 
grip on the country from across the Russian border. All the while, two geopolitical powers 
in the form of Washington and Moscow hoped to use these cleavages to draw the country 
into their respective orbits. 





"Nearly a decade on, the Maidan Revolution remains one of the more widely 
misunderstood episodes of recent history." 


So, for four years, Yanukovych toed a fine line. He pleased his base with symbolic and 
cultural measures, like talk of unity or cooperation with Moscow in key industries — even 
if much of it went nowhere — along with more serious steps like making Russian an 
official language, rejecting NATO membership, and reversing his pro- Western 
predecessor's move to glorify Nazi collaborators as national heroes in school curricula. 


His biggest sop to Moscow, though, came early in his term, when he struck a deal letting 
the Russian Black Sea Fleet use Crimea as a base until 2042, in exchange for discounted 
Russian gas. Its hurried passage was marked by fistfights and smoke bombs in the 
Ukrainian parliament. 





For all the charges then and since that he was a Kremlin puppet, though, there was a 
hard ceiling to Yanukovych's eastward turn. His noncommittal stance on joining a 
Russian-led customs union of former Soviet republics, even when Putin dangled the 
prospect of even cheaper gas prices, frustrated Moscow. So did his outright rejection of 
Putin's proposal to merge the two nations' respective state-owned gas giants, effectively 
handing Moscow control of the Ukrainian pipelines it used to ferry almost all of its gas 
exports to Europe. In turn, Moscow refused to renegotiate the hated and one-sided 2009 
gas contract between the two that had been struck by the last Ukrainian government. 





Meanwhile, Yanukovych worked with and publicly encouraged Western involvement in 
updating Ukraine's natural gas infrastructure and insisted again and again that "European 
integration is the key priority of our foreign policy." He kept working toward European 
Union membership, and to that end pursued a free trade agreement with the EU as well 
as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) loan the West urged him to take. 


That financial lifeline came with a heavy price familiar to the many poor countries that 
have turned to the West for bailouts: the elimination of tariffs, a wage and pension freeze, 
spending cuts, and the end of gas subsidies to Ukrainian households. The grim potential 
of such Western-imposed austerity, on display for all to see in Greece at the time, was 
presumably worth it to Yanukovych if it kept Moscow's nose out of his business. 


It was all this that led the liberal Brookings Institution to describe Yanukovych's foreign 
policy as “more nuanced” than his pro-Russian leanings had first suggested. It was also 
what wound up sealing his fate. 


To halt this drift to the West, Putin performed a one-man good-cop, bad-cop routine, 
offering Yanukovych a no-strings-attached loan the same size as the IMF's, while 
squeezing him with what amounted to a mini-trade blockade. With the EU failing to offer 
anything that would match the catastrophic loss of trade with Russia that Ukraine was 
looking at, Yanukovych made the calculated choice to go with Moscow's offer. In 
November, he abruptly reneged on the EU deal, sparking the protests that would topple 
him from power. 





Axis of Convenience 


While the deal's rejection was the spark — with protesters crying “treason” and chanting 
"Ukraine is Europe" — the protests were about much more. As one Kyiv resident told the 
press, "If the deal is signed now, | won't leave the protest." 


Demonstrators were fed up with the nepotism and corruption that pervaded Ukrainian 
society — one of Yanukovych's sons is a dentist who somehow ended up among the 
country's wealthiest men, another was an MP — as well as the increasingly authoritarian 
nature of Yanukovych's rule. In fact, the other major sticking point for the deal was 
Europe's demand that Yanukovych's leading rival be released from prison over trumped- 
up charges, which he resisted. 


Yanukovych's response to the movement only further doomed him, first with a brutal 
crackdown in November that saw riot police violently disperse protesters from Kyiv's 
Maidan (or Independence Square, in Ukrainian), then ramming through a set of 
oppressive anti-protest laws in January. Both moves only drew more people to take part, 
with state violence against the protesters and their release from prison becoming, 
respectively, the leading motivator and demand of participants by December. 


But righteous though their cause may have been, the movement's critics had a point, too. 
For one thing, the Maidan protests didn't have majority support, with the Ukrainian public 
split along the regional and sociocultural lines that have long defined so many of the 
country's political difficulties. While the western regions — where most of the protesters 
came from, and which had historically been ruled by other countries, some as late as 
1939 — backed the protests, the Russian-speaking East, ruled by Russia since the 
seventeenth century, were alienated by their explicit anti-Russian nationalism, especially 
only one year out from the chance to vote Yanukovych out. 


"Demonstrators were fed up with the nepotism and corruption that pervaded Ukrainian 
society." 

And they were resorting to force. Whatever one thinks of the Maidan protests, the 
increasing violence of those involved was key to their ultimate victory. In response to a 
brutal police crackdown, protesters began fighting with chains, sticks, stones, petrol 
bombs, even a bulldozer — and, eventually, firearms, all culminating in what was 
effectively an armed battle in February, which left thirteen police officers and nearly fifty 
protesters dead. The police "could no longer defend themselves' from protesters' 
attacks," writes political scientist Sergiy Kudelia, causing them to retreat, and precipitating 
Yanukov ych's exit. 


The driver of this violence was largely the Ukrainian far right, which, while a minority of 
the protesters, served as a kind of revolutionary vanguard. Looking outside Kyiv, a 
systematic analysis of more than 3,000 Maidan protests found that members of the far- 
right Svoboda party — whose leader once complained Ukraine was run by a "Muscovite- 
Jewish mafia" and which includes a politician who admires Joseph Goebbels — were the 
most active agents in the protests. They were also more likely to take part in violent 
actions than any group but one: Right Sector, a collection of far-right activists that traces 
its lineage to genocidal Nazi collaborators. 


Svoboda used its considerable resources, which included thousands of ideologically 
committed activists, party coffers, and the power and prominence afforded to it as a 
parliamentary party, to mobilize and keep the protests alive, while eventually leading the 
occupation of key govemment buildings in both Kyiv and the western regions. This was 
particularly the case in the western city of Lviv, where protesters took over a regional 
administration building that soon came to be partially controlled and guarded by far-right 
paramilitaries. There, they declared a "people's council" that "proclaimed Svoboda- 
dominated local councils and their executive committees the only legitimate bodies in the 
region," writes Volodymyr Ishchenko, fueling the crisis of legitimacy that ended in 
Yanukovych's ouster. 


But this was by no means limited to Ukraine's West. Right Sector led the January 19 
attacks on police in Kyiv that even opposition leaders criticized, with one protester saying 
the far-right bloc had "breathed new life into these protests." Andriy Parubiy, the unofficial 
"commander of Maidan,” founded the Social-National Party of Ukraine — a barely even 
winking allusion to Nazism — that later became Svoboda. By January 2014, even NBC 
was admitting that "right-wing militia-type toughs are now one of the strongest factions 
leading Ukraine's protests." What was meant to be a revolution for democracy and liberal 
values ended up featuring ultranationalist chants from the 1930s and prominent displays 
of fascist and white supremacist symbols, including the American Confederate flag. 


January 6 in February 


The far right, of course, cared nothing for democracy, nor did it have any love for the EU. 
Instead, the popular uprising was an opportunity. Dmytro Yarosh, the Right Sector leader, 
had urged his compatriots in 2009 to "start an armed struggle against the regime of 
intemal occupation and Moscow's empire" if pro-Russian forces took control. As early as 
March 2013, Tryzub, one of the organizations that formed Right Sector, had called for the 
Ukrainian opposition to move "from a peaceful demonstration to a street-revolutionary 
plane." 


They may also have played an even more sinister role in the events that unfolded. One 
enduring mystery of the Maidan Revolution is who was behind the February 20 sniper 
killings that set off the final, most bloody stage of protests, with accusations against 
everyone from government forces and the Kremlin to US-backed mercenaries. Without 
precluding these possibilities, there's now considerable evidence that the same far-right 
forces who piggybacked on the protesters' cause were also at least among the forces 
firing that night. 


At the time, men resembling protesters had been witnessed shooting from protester- 
controlled buildings in the capital, and multiple Maidan medics had said the bullet wounds 
in police and protesters looked to have come from the same weapon. A Maidan protester 
later admitted to killing two officers and wounding others on the day, and crates of empty 
Kalashnikov bullets were found in the protester-occupied Ukraina Hotel, the same place a 
decorated military pilot and anti-Russian resistance hero later said she had seen an 


opposition MP leading snipers to. The government's investigation, meanwhile, which 
focused only on the protester murders, started out filled with serious flaws and 
irregularities. 


The University of Ottowa's Ivan Katchanovski has analyzed evidence that's come out in 
the course of the investigation and trial into the murders. According to Katchanovski, a 
majority of wounded protesters testified they either saw snipers in protester-controlled 
buildings or were shot by bullets coming from their direction, testimony backed by 
forensic examinations. Closure on the matter is unlikely, though, since the post- 
Yanukovych interim government, in which leading far-right figures took prominent 
positions, swiftly passed a law giving Maidan participants immunity for any violence. 


"The far right cared nothing for democracy, nor did it have any love for the EU. Instead, 
the popular uprising was an opportunity." 

For a brief period, it looked like the spiraling crisis might actually be resolved peacefully, 
when Yanukovych and opposition parties signed a Europe-brokered deal the next day on 
February 21, agreeing to scale back the president's powers and hold new elections that 
December. But the deal was met with outrage from the increasingly militant street 
movement. 


Thousands stayed in Maidan demanding Yanukovych's exit, booing the now apologetic 
opposition leaders for signing the agreement. Protesters decried the deal as not enough, 
some gathering near Parliament, and demanded Yanukovych's resignation and 
prosecution. They cheered as an ultranationalist threatened an armed overthrow if 
Yanukovych wasn't gone by morning. (That speaker was later elected an MP, where he 
joined a far-right party and made a habit of physically assaulting his opponents). 








“If | was [President Yanukovych], | would try and flee the country," said one protester in 
Lviv, where hundreds had gathered in the wake of the deal's signing. "Otherwise, he'll end 
up like [Muammar] Gaddafi or with a life sentence or the electric chair. He will not leave 
the country alive." 


Panic gripped the capital. Rumors swirled that the hundreds of firearms seized days 
earlier by protesters raiding police stations in Lviv were on their way to Kyiv for a final, 
bloody stage to the insurrection. When Yanukovych's own party voted to order troops and 
police to their barracks, both security forces and, subsequently, Yanukovych flew the city, 
expecting bloodshed. 





The day after the deal was signed, Parliament ratified what was effectively an 
insurrection, voting to strip the presidency from Yanukovych, to the praise of the US 
ambassador. Protesters stood outside Parliament and attacked an MP from Yanukovych's 
party, before overrunning the presidential palace. A prominent rabbi urged Jews to leave 
the city and even the country, while the Israeli embassy advised them to stay inside their 
homes. 


Free Market Democracy Promotion 


There's one more critical piece to the Euromaidan puzzle: the role of Western 
governments. 


For decades, Washington and allied governments have pursued their strategic and 
economic interests under the cover of promoting democracy and liberal values abroad. 
sometimes that's meant funneling money to violent reactionaries like the Nicaraguan 
contras, and sometimes it's meant supporting benign pro-democracy movements like 
those in Ukraine. 


"Extemal actors have always played an important role in shaping and supporting civil 
society in Ukraine," Ukrainian scholar Iryna Solonenko wrote in 2015, pointing to the EU 
and the United States, through agencies like the National Endowment for Democracy 
(NED) and US Agency for International Development (USAID), whose Kyiv headquarters 
were in the same compound as the US embassy. "One can argue that without this 
external support, which has been the major source of funding for Ukrainian civil society 
since independence, Ukrainian civil society would not have become what it now is." 


This was the case in the 2004—5 Orange Revolution, where foreign NGOs changed little 
about Ukraine's corruption and authoritarianism, but achieved the crucial goal of nudging 
Ukraine's foreign policy westward. As the liberal Center for American Progress put it that 
year: 


Did Americans meddle in the internal affairs of Ukraine? Yes. The American agents 
of influence would prefer different language to describe their activities — 
democratic assistance, democracy promotion, civil society support, etc. — but their 
work, however labeled, seeks to influence political change in Ukraine. 


US officials, unhappy with the scuttled EU deal, saw a similar chance in the Maidan 
protests. Just two months before they broke out, the NED's then president, pointing to 
Yanukovych's European outreach, wrote that "the opportunities are considerable, and 
there are important ways Washington could help." In practice, this meant funding groups 
like New Citizen, which the Financial Times reported "played a big role in getting the 
protest up and running," led by a pro-EU opposition figure. Journalist Mark Ames 
discovered the organization had received hundreds of thousands of dollars from US 
democracy promotion initiatives. 


While it may be a long time before we know its full extent, Washington took an even more 
direct role once the turmoil started. Senators John McCain and Chris Murphy met with 
Svoboda's fascist leader, standing shoulder to shoulder with him as they announced their 
support to the protesters, while US assistant secretary of state Victoria Nuland handed 
out sandwiches to them. To understand the provocative nature of such moves, you only 
need to remember the establishment outrage over the mere idea Moscow had used troll 
farms to voice support for Black Lives Matter protests. 





Later, a leaked phone call showed Nuland and the US ambassador to Ukraine 
maneuvering to shape the post-Maidan government. "Fuck the EU," Nuland told him, over 
its less aggressive intervention into the country. "Yats is the guy who's got the economic 


experience," she said, referring to opposition leader Агзету Yatsenyuk, who backed the 
devastating neoliberal policies demanded by the West. You can probably guess who 
became prime minister in the post-Maidan interim govemment. 


It's an overstatement to say, as some critics have charged, that Washington orchestrated 
the Maidan uprising. But there's no doubt US officials backed and exploited it for their 
own ends. 


Revolution Unfulfilled 


Much as in 2004, the outcome of the Maidan Revolution, through no fault of the majority 
of well-meaning, frustrated Ukrainians who had helped drive Yanukovych out, was neither 
peace and stability, nor a move toward liberal values and democracy. In fact, almost all of 
the protesters' demands have gone unfulfilled. 


The same far right that had led the charge in toppling Yanukovych, including Parubiy, 
found themselves with plum roles in the interim government that followed, while the 
winner of the 2014 snap presidential election — Ukraine's seventh-richest man, Petro 
Poroshenko — had a history of corruption. His interior minister soon incorporated the 
Azov Regiment, a neo-Nazi militia, into Ukraine's National Guard, with the country now a 
Mecca for far-right extremists around the world, who come to learn and get training from 
Azov — including, ironically, Russian white supremacists who were hounded from their 
country by Putin. 


Despite far-right parties ultimately losing seats in Parliament, ultranationalist movements 
successfully shifted the country's politics to the extreme right, with Poroshenko and other 
centrists backing measures to marginalize the speaking of Russian and glorify Nazi 
collaborators. Even so, far-right candidates have entered Parliament on non-far-right 
tickets, and extremists like former Azov commander Andriy Biletsky have taken high- 
ranking law enforcement positions. While far-right vigilantism spread through the country, 
Poroshenko himself granted citizenship to a Belarusian neo-Nazi and engaged in some 
borderline anti-Semitism of his own. 











"There's no doubt US officials backed and exploited Euromaidan for their own ends." 
Little to nothing has changed about Ukrainian corruption or authoritarianism, under either 
Poroshenko or current president Volodymyr Zelensky, elected in 2019 as an outsider 
change agent. Each has governed like an autocrat, using their powers to go after political 
opponents and weaken dissent, and have been embroiled in personal enrichment 
scandals that remain endemic to the Ukrainian political class. 





Not that it stopped either from being feted by Washington and flooded with American 
support. In fact, this new imperial patron has only added to these problems, with the 
current US president's family being personally embroiled in one of the country's major 
corruption scandals, before using his position to install a markedly corrupt prosecutor 
general. 


Meanwhile, Ukraine's been embroiled in a mini-civil war since Maidan. After Putin moved 
to secure the Crimean naval base from NATO control, using the Russian military 
presence and a dubious referendum to illegally annex the majority-Russian region shortly 
after Yanukovych's exit, pro-Russian separatists began mobilizing in the country's east, 
first into protest, then into armed groups. After the interim government sent armed forces 
to put down the rebellion, Moscow sent its own troops in, and the entire region has been 
a deadly powder keg ever since. 





But one crucial thing did change. With Yanukovych out, the interim govemment and 
Washington's handpicked prime minister signed the EU deal whose rejection had started 
it all, solidifying Ukraine's move to the West, and ushering in the brutal austerity 
measures demanded by the IMF. Over the years, Yanukovych's successor signed off on a 
round of privatization, raised the pension age, and slashed gas subsidies, urged on by 
then vice president Joe Biden. Unsurprisingly, angry Ukrainians both voted with their feet 
and threw him out in a landslide. 


Shadows and Lies 


The 2014 revolution in Ukraine was an enormously complicated affair. Yet for most 
Western observers, many of its basic, well-documented facts have been either excised to 
push a simplistic, black-and-white narrative, or cast as misinformation and propaganda, 
like the crucial role of the far right in the revolution. 


In truth, the Maidan Revolution remains a messy event that isn't easy to categorize but is 
far from what Westem audiences have been led to believe. It's a story of liberal, pro- 
Western protesters, driven by legitimate grievances but largely drawn from only one-half 
of a polarized country, entering a temporary marriage of convenience with the far right to 
carry out an insurrection against a corrupt, authoritarian president. The tragedy is that it 
served largely to empower literal neo-Nazis while enacting only the goals of the Western 
powers that opportunistically lent their support — among which was the geopolitical 
equivalent of a predatory payday loan. 


It's a story tragically common in post-Cold War Europe, of a country maimed and torn 
apart when its political and social divisions were used and wrenched further apart in the 
tussle of great power rivalry. And the Western failure to understand it has led us to a point 
where Washington continues to recklessly involve itself in a place full of shadowy 
motives, shifting allegiances, and where little is what it seems on the surface. 


Western involvement helped bring the country to this crisis. There's little reason to think 
КИ now get it out. 
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The Complexity Of The Uprising In Ukraine 


By Emmanuel Dreyfus Le Monde Diplomatique February 28, 2014 





Now that Viktor Yanukovych has gone, and new elections are promised, we need to 
assess the political and popular forces that succeeded in overturning Ukraine's political 
system. Who were the protesters and what were their goals? At the barricades in central 
Kiev there were Ukrainian and EU flags, as well as portraits of the poet Taras 
Shevchenko (1814-1861), considered as a spiritual father of Ukrainian identity, and of 
Stepan Bandera (1909-1959) who was, depending on your point of view, either a great 
patriot or a Nazi collaborator. And there were pictures of five Ukrainian activists, treated 
as martyrs after they were killed during the clashes in Grushevsky Street. 


Maidan Nezalezhnosti, Kiev's Independence Square, the epicentre of the protests that 
had been taking place across Ukraine for three months, was filled with tents pitched by 
sympathisers from every part of the country: from Lviv, Ternopil and Ivano-Frankivsk, the 
strongholds of nationalism, but also from Lugansk and Donetsk, the big cities of the 
industrial east, which have always felt close to Russia. Cossacks wore their traditional 
costume. Women brought black bread and ham to the men standing guard. There was a 
pervasive smell of tea, cabbage soup and wood fires. During the week, the few thousand 
activists went about their day-to-day business; on Sundays, tens of thousands came to 
hear speeches by opposition leaders, pray and sing the national anthem, tirelessly. 


The protest movement emerged in November last year, after Yanukovych suspended 
negotiations on a free trade agreement with the European Union (1). Independence 
Square was gradually transformed. The first to arrive were a few thousand pro-European 
partisans, but as repression began the square became a symbol of revolt against a 


corrupt and тегсепагу political system for many others — initially a revolt against the 
Yanukovych system, but also a rejection of the opposition parties, out of their depth in this 
crisis. 


The involvement of several nationalist groups — a small but highly visible presence — 
and of ultra-radical, non-democratic movements without European sympathies has 
produced different reactions. Their presence was used actively by Russia, and to some 
extent by Yanukovych's government, to discredit the movement. But it also raised fears of 
a possible takeover of Independence Square by the far right — even though a popular 
movement was behind the protests and any attempt to categorise it in political terms 
would be an over-simplification. 


Far right's inspiration 


The far right is largely modelled on the nationalist movement that developed from the 
1920s, when most of what is now Ukraine was divided between Poland and Soviet 
Russia. From the start it was shaped by a variety of influences: Italian fascism, the partial 
collaboration — for pragmatic or ideological reasons — of some of its representatives 
(such as Bandera) with Nazi Germany, the participation of several Ukrainian battalions in 
the massacre of Jewish and Polish civilians during the second world war. 


Political scientist Andreas Umland, who teaches at the National University of Kyiv-Mohyla 
Academy, said: "There are no objective historical accounts of Bandera's [career]. Russian 
historians portray him as a fascist ally of the Nazis, while Ukrainian historians praise him 
without reserve. His admirers on Independence Square take a naive and biased view of 
him, which is a problem. But it seems equally biased and dishonest to call him a fascist, 
as the Russians do" (2). 


Dormant during the Soviet era, the nationalist movement reappeared after independence 
in 1991, when the Social-National Party of Ukraine (SNPU) was formed. Until the early 
2000s, the SNPU was a marginal, xenophobic and ultra-nationalist organisation, and 
what little support it had was largely in the west of the country. Its leader, Oleh 
Tyahnybok, was elected to the Ukrainian parliament for the first time in 1998. 


During the 2000s, the SNPU changed significantly. It shed its fascist trappings at its 6th 
congress in 2004, renaming itself Svoboda (freedom) and abandoning its neo-Nazi 
badge, the Wolfsangel (wolf hook), in favour of a more neutral symbol. According to 
Oleksiy Leshchenko of the Gorshenin Institute thinktank, these cosmetic changes "were 
intended mainly to reassure voters, but were also meant to improve Svoboda's image 
abroad." 


In search of respectability, Svoboda established relations with other European far-right 
parties. Jean-Marie Le Pen, president of France's Front National, attended the 2004 
congress as guest of honour. Svoboda also moderated its nationalist stance and 
references to Bandera — about whom Ukrainians do not agree — and gradually adopted 
a more general discourse, relatively common among the European far right, based on 
radical and vehement criticism of "the system". 


Anti-Semitic roots 





This did not prevent Tyahnybok from making statements that recall his xenophobic and 
anti-Semitic roots. In 2004 he declared that the Ukraine was governed by a “Jewish- 
Russian mafia", which led to his exclusion from the Nasha Ukraina (Our Ukraine) 
parliamentary group. In 2005 he wrote an open letter to the president, demanding that he 
"put an end to the criminal activities of Ukrainian Jewry”. 


At the parliamentary elections in 2012, Svoboda won nearly 10.5% of the vote and 

37 seats in parliament. With more than two million votes, it became a party of national 
importance, achieving significant results in parts of the country other than the west, which 
is traditionally more receptive to nationalism. 


Svoboda's anti-system stance played a significant part in its electoral success. As lvan 
Stoiko, MP for the centre-right opposition party Batkivshchyna and “commander” of 
Ukrainian House, one of the buildings occupied by the Independence Square protesters, 
put it, “voters disappointed by the traditional political class and impatient for radical 
change were seduced by Svoboda’'s rhetoric, by its closeness to the people and its 
grassroots initiatives.” Yuri Yakimenko, deputy director of the Razumkov Centre 
thinkthank, claims that, of the 10% of votes won by Svoboda, “hardcore supporters 
account for 5%. The remaining 5% voted above all to express their opposition to other 
political forces.” 


Svoboda, “probably on the advice of [France's] Front National", according to Andreas 
Umland,has also drawn up an economic programme with a social dimension. This would 
renationalise a number of enterprises, introduce progressive taxation on business profits, 
and seek to reduce the dominance of the oligarchs over the political and economic 
systems. These measures, together with the promise of a vigorous campaign against 
corruption, have attracted some categories of voters, especially small businessmen and 
members of the middle class, who have been particularly affected by the crisis and by 
nepotism, which has increased since Yanukovych was elected. 


Svoboda has also been rewarded for its nationalist stance, which, though toned down, 
remains central to its identity: it has won over some of those who once voted for Viktor 
Yushchenko, president from 2005 to 2010. "The Yushchenko period was the most fertile 
in terms of the development of nationalism," said Sophie Lambroschini, an independent 
French researcher based in Kiev. "It brought freedom of speech in public life and politics. 
But it's Svoboda that is getting the dividends, as Yushchenko greatly disappointed 
nationalist voters." 


Ukrainian identity 


A number of initiatives under Yanukovych's presidency have irritated voters keen to 
defend the Ukrainian language and identity. They include a law on regional languages 
that came into effect in summer 2012 and allows regions that wish to do so to make 
Russian their second official language, or to reduce Ukrainian language-teaching in 
schools, as it is “unnecessary”, according to the education minister, Dmytro Tabachnyk. 


Though re-centred, Svoboda is still anchored т the far right. Its lead policy is the 
strengthening of Ukrainian national identity, which implies an end to Russian influence. 
On the foreign policy side, this translates into a wish to see Ukraine join NATO, rearm 
with nuclear weapons and leave all post-Soviet cooperative organisations. 


Among Svoboda's domestic priorities is “de-Sovietisation”: purging or sidelining former 
SNPU cadres and KGB agents, changing street and place names, removing monuments 
to heroes of the Soviet Union. Svoboda also proposes to abolish Crimea's autonomous 
status and promote Ukrainian national identity through measures ranging from systematic 
glorification of the nationalist movement to reintroducing the mentions of religious 
affiliation and ethnicity on identity documents. 


Svoboda wants to see Ukraine join the EU. This pragmatic change of stance is inspired 
more by the tactical necessity for a "sacred union" with other opposition forces, and by 
electoral goals, than by a sincere desire to join, though Svoboda does also see the EU as 
a way of keeping Russia at a distance. 


Political void 





Svoboda is the only party to criticise immigration (which is low) and propose measures to 
limit it, such as restricting access to the university system for foreign students, or the 
granting of Ukrainian citizenship only to those Бот in Ukraine or “ethnic Ukrainians”. The 
party denies being xenophobic, but rejects multiculturalism. "We are defending family 
values and a Europe of nations against multiculturalism, which | regard as a policy aimed 
at merging different cultures — which is not possible," said Yuri Levchenko, a senior 
Svoboda cadre. "Look at your own country: immigration hasn't produced a new culture, 
only ghettos. It's not logical to make people of different cultures live in the same city. It 
can't work." 


The party has also tried to disassociate itself from anti-Semitism, to the point where 
Joseph Zisels, chairman of the Association of Jewish Communities in the Ukraine, 
assured me that "Svoboda presents no threat to Jews. Their real enemy is the Russians. 
... It's true that it's the only major party to take Bandera andShukhevych (3) as its heroes, 
which | admit is awkward, but for all that it is not anti-Semitic." This has not prevented a 
few slip-ups, for instance when Svoboda MP Igor Miroshnichenko in November 2012 
denied that US actress Mila Kunis had Ukrainian roots, saying that she was in fact 

a jidovka, an ambiguous Ukrainian slang word meaning a person of Jewish faith or 
ancestry. 


Svoboda has been highly visible in Independence Square — it controlled Kiev city hall, 
occupied until 16 February — but ultimately has little influence over the demonstrators, as 
is the case for other opposition parties. This political void, coupled with the violence used 
by the authorities over the past few weeks, culminating in a pitched battle, has created 
conditions favourable to the emergence of new groups, whose style and ideological 
stance have raised many questions. 


The biggest, Pravy Sektor (right sector), emerged after the Grushevsky Street clashes 
and, for the moment, enjoys real popular support. It has a few thousand members across 
the country, including people disappointed by Svoboda, members of ultra-nationalist 
groups, hooligans and dropouts. Their common denominator is a taste for radical action, 
and for the ideology that one of the movements leaders, Andrei Tarassenko, dispensed 
from its high-security headquarters on the fifth floor of Trade Union House, on 
Independence Square. Pravy Sektor defines itself as "neither xenophobic nor anti- 
semitic, as Kremlin propaganda claims" and above all as "nationalist, defending the 
values of white, Christian Europe against the loss of the nation and deregionalisation". 
Like Svoboda, it rejects multiculturalism, as "responsible for the disappearance of the 
crucifix and the arrival of girls in burqas in your schools", but it does not advocate joining 
the EU, which it describes as "liberal totalitarianism in which God has vanished and 
values are turned upside down”. 


Pravy Sektor supports none of the opposition parties, especially not Svoboda, 
disappointed by its "appeals for calm and negotiation with the authorities". It could 
contemplate becoming a party itself, which would be awkward for Svoboda's Tyahnybok: 
besides seeing his reputation as an anti-system champion seriously dented by his 
appeals for moderation during the clashes, he would have to come to terms with a party 
even further to the right, whose feats of arms and determination are known. 


Svoboda's success over the past few years and the presence of neo-fascist groups such 
as Pravy Sektor in Independence Square are signs of a crisis in Ukrainian society. It is 
first and foremost a crisis of identity: in 22 years of independence, Ukraine has not 
managed to develop an unbiased historical narrative presenting a positive view of all its 
regions and citizens: even today, the Ukrainians are seen as liberators in Galicia but as 
fascists in Donbass. It is also a political crisis: some Ukrainians, exasperated and 
disappointed with the Orange Revolution (4), have turned to voting for extremist parties, 
more out of pique than for real ideological reasons. Though Independence Square will go 
down in history as an extraordinary example of collective and popular action, the political 
outcome is as yet unclear. Ukraine is in need of a new force that truly serves the people 
and transcends its many social and political divides. 
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Introduction 


On February 18-20 2014 there was a major 


escalation of the violence on Kiev's Maidan, 





ending in a massacre on the 20" and ultimately in 

the overthrow of Ukrainian President Viktor Yanuykovych. In the center of a European capitol 
over one hundred police and demonstrators had been shot to death and hundreds more wounded. 
Despite the heavy casualties suffered by police, Western governments, the opposition-turned 
government and Western and Maidan media were the very next day unanimous in reporting that 
the massacre had been ordered by President Yanukovych and that the shooting was initiated and 
carried out exclusively or nearly so by snipers from the Ukrainian state's police and security 
organs using professional sniper rifles. To this day, many in Kiev believe it was more likely that 
Russian special forces organized and perhaps even carried out the slaughter. As discussed further 
below, the Maidan government's chief of the Security Service of Ukraine, Kiev's equivalent of the 
KGB or FSB, falsely declared in March 2015 that Russian President Vladimir Putin's advisor, 
Vladislav Surkov, organized and commanded the snipers. The three days of killing peaked on the 
20'^ and ultimately scuttled an agreement to end the crisis signed on February 21% by Yanukovich 
and three opposition party leaders and brokered by Russia and the foreign ministers of Germany, 


France and Poland. 


Less than two weeks after the massacre and Yanukovich's ensuing removal from power there 
emerged an audiotape - likely a Russian or Ukrainian government intercept - of a telephone 
conversation between Estonian Foreign Minister Urmas Paet and the EU's Catherine Ashton in 


which the former states that his feeling and the sense in Kiev generally was growing that someone 


from the new Maidan regime was behind the shooting. Although when pressed Бу Paet that there 
needed to be an investigation Ashton faint-heratedly agreed, neither party made any effort to 
push the issue again, no less demand an investigation.[1] The legitimacy of the new coalition 
government and subsequent new Maidan regime depended on the myth surrounding the snipers' 
massacre that Yanukovich's alleged deployment of snipers sparked his overthrow and prompted 
Western governments to ignore the opposition's violation of an agreement between the regime 
and opposition that provided a way out of the crisis. The martyrs of the Maidan revolution know as 
the ‘heavenly hundred’, who were allegedly killed by Yanukovych's forces, became the heroes and 
symbol of the revolution. Thus, from the Paet-Ashton phone call forward, not only did Paet and 
Ashton stop discussing the shooting, but not a single Western official discussed this issue so 
pivotal for the fate of Europe, no less called for an investigation. Quite disturbingly, Ashton and 
Paet remained silent until the audiotape was leaked. Nor would any foreign government, with the 
exception of Russia, or any international governmental organization demand an investigation or 
threaten repercussions for Kiev's failure to do so. 


Mounting evidence now shows that not police, as the Ukrainian opposition and Western 
governments and media assume, but rather RS and SP fighters were shooting both police and pro- 
Maidan demonstrators on those fateful days. Contrary to Western and Kiev's claims, the gunfire 
was initiated by Maidan supporters in the early morning hours, and police initially showed 
restraint and sought to convince Maidan leaders to find and stop the shooters so they would not 
have to respond. The escalation from Molotov cocktails, chains, and massive bricks was not a 


distant leap. 


Detailed and comprehensive analysis of publicly available evidence conducted by Ottawa 
University professor and Ukrainian scholar Ivan Katchanovski demonstrates that the armed 
fighting on both February 18'^ and 20'^ was initated by the neofascist-dominated Euromaidan 
'self-defense' units and that the RS and SP fighters shot, killed, and wounded both police and 
EuroMaidan demonstrators. After the first version of Professor Katchanovski's research was 
published, his house in Vinnitsa, Ukraine was seized by the RS- and NSA-led Azov Battalion's 
fighters on behalf of the Maidan regime.[2] Independent investigations by numerous organizations 
and a plethora of video and audio evidence support Katchanovski's findings: Germany's 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, a BBC documentary film, a documentary film by Beck-Hoffman, 
among several others. The following account is based on their findings and others. These include 
interviews with several Maidan shooters, who testify about their involvement in the killing of 


police.[3] 


Those killed and wounded on 18-20 February 2014 in Kiev were not shot by trained police 
‘snipers. For the most part, both police and demonstrators were shot by hunting rifles, Makarov 
pistols, and occasionally modified Kalashnikovs. To be sure, some videos show police aiming but 
rarely firing rifles with scopes. However, they were doing so long after the RS and SP fighters 
began the shooting and are not positioned on building roofs in order to carry out a clandestine 
sniping operation. The police are openly deployed on the streets during a retreat before a violent 
and advancing crowd, some of whom were deploying firearms as well. 


February 18%, black Tuesday, saw 17 deaths in Kiev. Most were killed in fighting around the 
Supreme Rada and Trade Union buildings. The Maidan's 'Self Defense' (MSD) 'self-defense' units or 
‘hundreds’ (sotniki) led by the neo-fascist RS attempted to storm the building of the Verkhovna 
Rada (for the seond time - the first on January 21*') and set the Party of Regions headquarters in 
Kiev on fire blocking the exits, killing one worker and seven Berkut and MVD police. In response, 
the Yanukovich government authorized plans Boomerang' and 'Khvylia' for the the seizure of the 
Maidan and its headquarters. An Alfa officer, who led one of the SBU groups that stormed the 
Trade Union Building, stated that their main task was to seize the building's 5th floor. The RS 
occupied the entire floor, which served as headquarters for both the EuroMaidan, the Maidan 
Self-Defense (MSD), which organized and supervised the EuroMaidan's 'sotniki', and RS and 
housed a cache of weapons. The fire set by RS fighters in the Trade Union House was allegedly 
intended to block the advance of ‘spetsnaz’ troops and killed at least two Maidan protestors. The 
Trade Union House, the Music Conservatory and especially the Hotel Ukraine would wherefrom 


much of the gunfiretargeting police and demonstrators would come in the next days.[4] 


Katchanovski's groundbreaking research оп the February 18-20" violence uncovered two radio 
intercepts of Internal Troops units and Alfa commanders and snipers, confirming that the MSD 
and RS blocked their attempts to seize the Maidan headquarters and Trade Union building on 
February 18 by setting the building on fire and using live ammunition. Also, a radio intercept of 
Alfa commanders contains their report about deploying SBU snipers to counter two Maidan 
"snipers" or spotters located on a Maidan-controlled building.[5] The majority of February 18's 
deaths were reported to be the result of gunfire wounds,[6] and several policemen were wounded 
by gunfire on that day, at least one seriously, according to a police account.[7] This confirms 
Omega commander Strelchenko's testimony, which claims that groups of Maidan protesters used 
live ammunition as early as February 18'^ during the so-called "peaceful march" and shot several 
of his policeman in two incidents near 22/7 Institute Street across the street from the Kiev Music 


Conservatory with hunting rifles and Makarov pistols.[8] 


Protester Ivan Uduzhov claims someone gave him a Kalashnikov, and he shot at police from behind 
protesters during the police attack just prior to police retreat. Uduzhov's description coincides 
with events on February 18'^ and 20" and specific 5.45mm AK-74 and 7.62mm caliber АКМ 
weapons.|[9] An Italian journalists photograph shows a protester using the cover of 
demonstrators' shields to fire a Kalashnikov AK-74 assault rifle at advancing police during the 
evening of February 18.[10] On February 19'^ there was arelative lull, but one police report states 
that police spotted demonstrators wearing RS symbols in the Music Conservatory that day.[11] 


Shortly after midnight on February 20'^ RS leader Dmitro Yarosh announced on his Facebook 
page that RS would reject any agreement with the Yanukovych regime and that "the offensive of 
the people in revolt will continue"[12] On that day at least 49 Maidan demonstrators and 3 
policemen would be killed by gunfire, and more than a hundred more demonstrator and police 
would be wounded. Not only was the shooting on the 20'^ initiated by RS and PS fighters of the 
MDS, but many of the casualties among the protesters appear to have been shot from areas 
controlled by the EuroMaidan and MDS, in particular neo-fascist RS and SP elements. By 9:00am, 
before any civilians were hit by gunfire, three policeman were killed and another 13 wounded. 
Only a few police appear to have fired at the perpetrators on the 20" and did so in self-defence 
and retreat after the massacre had reached its peak. The February 20" shooting of civilians and 
police centered on Institutskaya (Institute) Street in the Kiev city center, in particular from the 
Music Conservatory and Hotel Ukraine, and began with the shooting of Internal Troops (VV) of 
the Internal Affairs Ministry (MVD) and 'Berkut' riot police in the early morning hours.[13] 


Different sources contain evidence of pro-Maidan shooters or spotters in at least 12 buildings 
occupied by the Euromaidan opposition or located within the general territory held by them 
during the massacre on February 20. This includes the Hotel Ukraine, Zhovtnevyi Palace, 
Kinopalats, Bank “Arkada,” other buildings on both sides of Instytutska Street, and several 
buildings on the Maidan (Independence Square) itself, such as the Music Conservatory, the Trade 
Union Hose, and the Main Post Office. The evidence also indicates that in addition to more than 60 
Euromaidan protesters, 17 members of special police units were killed and 196 wounded from the 


Maidan-controlled buildings by similar types of ammunition and weapons on February 18-20.[14] 


On February 20t" the police had been informed that neo-fascist elements among the 
demonstrators had acquired firearms. Nevertheless, for the first hour or so the VV troops and 
Berkut used standard crowd control techniques, including three new riot-control vehicles with 
water cannons just acquired from Russia, to force the crowd back to the Maidan and off of 
Institutka Street. From Institutska the neo-fascists in the crowd had hoped to make it to 


Bankovaya (Bank) Street and storm the main government buildings of the president, government 
and Supreme Rada as they would succeed in doing the next day. But in the early morning of the 
20'^ the police had gained their first foothold on Maidan in weeks. Prepared to clear the square, 
the VV and Berkut suddenly were forced to retreat when they came under significant fire from 
armed protesters. All sources report that around 6:00am and as early as 5:30am gunfire coming 
from the demonstrators' side, specifically the Conservatory Building and the Ukraine Hotel's sixth 
floor, began to hit both demonstrators and police. The Ukraine Hotel, the Conservatory, and the 
Trade Union House were all under the Maidan's control. Right Sector fighters were located in all 
three buildings and controlled specifically the sixth floor of the Trade Union House.[15] One of the 
EuroMaidan shooters claimed he was firing at police for as long as 20 minutes and saw 10 other 
Maidan shooters doing the same.[16] The pro-Maidan Fatherland Party's Rada deputy and former 
journalist Andriy Shevchenko told the BBC and other investigators that a police chief in charge of 
officers on Institutska- phoned him in desperation saying that his men were under fire from the 
Conservatory, casualties were mounting, with 11 initially and within the hour as many as 21 
wounded and three already dead, and that soon he would need to return fire if the shooting did 
not cease.[17] This commander was Ukrainian MVD's National Guard 'anti-terrorist' unit Omega 
commander Anatoliy Strelchenko, who reported to MSD commander Parubiy at 8:21am that 
casualties within his unit had grown to 21 wounded and three killed within a half an hour.[18] On 
the same day, pro-Maidan Rada deputy Inna Bogoslovskaya announced from the Rada's rostrum 
that there is a video of someone dressed in a Berkut uniform - but not of the Berkut - shooting 
from a window in the Ukraine Hotel at both civilians and police in the early morning.[19] Other 
reports, such as the BBC report, also show that the first casualties occurred in the early morning 


and were policeman.[20] 


The first casualty among the Maidan protesters came at 9:00am, which was several minutes 
before the Berkut arrived on the scene, while the Maidan protesters were firing at water cannons 
deployed to disperse the crown from Institutka nonviolently.[21] Tens of other casualties among 
the protesters came from shots fired from territory and buildings under the direct control of 
EuroMaidan's MSD or 'heavenly hundred' units consisting of shooters from Right Sector, Svoboda, 
SNA, and the latter's military unit, the Patriots of Ukraine throughout the day. Buildings under 
Maidan's comtrol included: the Hotel Ukraina, the Zhovtnevyi Palace, the Kinopalats, Muzeinyi 
Lane, the Arkada Building, and Horodetskoho Street. The data supporting this include eyewitness 
accounts, videotapes, exit wound analyses, and markings on trees and building in the areas where 
civilians were shot. Eyewitnesses report seeing snipers shooting from buildings such as the 
Ukraina Hotel at both police/security forces and protesters.[22] One video shows journalists and 


Maidan supporters, including rank-and-file protesters as well as leaders оп the stage, stating they 
see sniper "coordinator" or spotter on top of the Trade Union House during the massacre.[23] 


A comparable number of casualties came from police, Berkut, and Omega units' fire from the 
streets, but these came after the initial early morning massacre of police and Berkut and during 
the period when snipers were shooting at both sides. No evidence of police, Berkut or Omega 
firing from buildings has been produced. Thus, the day of mass casualties from gunfire was 
initiated in the early morning by the neo-fascist elements of the Maidan, and the same elements 
fired on both police and protesters later in the morning and the early afternoon. Police fired on 
Maidan shooters and some unarmed protesters, but in the latter case the shooting seemed to 
target the ground in front of demonstrators in order to drive them back as they advanced on 
retreating police up Institutka.[24] 


Who Were the Shooters? 


By mid-day on the 20'^ both sides were firing, but the government forces seemed to demonstrated 
some restraint. Thus, there be admissions by the official post-revolutionary investigation that 
Maida protesters were killed by firearms not used by the Berkut, MVD Internal Troops or regular 
police. The head of the post-Maidan Rada's special parliamentary commission, Gennadii Moskal, 
reported that of the 76 protesters killed on February 18-20, at least 25 were shot with 7.62тт 
caliber bullets and at least 17 with pellets, while another was shot with a 9mm bullet from a 
Makarov pistol - Precisely who initiated fire on the morning of the 20'^ also is clear, and it was 
not the government forces. Small groups of RS and SP members and fellow travelers from the 
MSD's heavenly hundreds were the first snipers of February 20°". 


As noted above, the buildings from which the gunfire emanated - the Trade Union House, the 
Music Conservatory, and the Ukraina Hotel - were under the control of Right Sector and Svoboda 
groups. Numerous testimony, reports and analyses show that Maidan shooters opened fire on 
police as early as 5:30am, wounded at least 14 Berkut police and killed at least 3 before 9:00am 
and before police returned fire. They were fired on mainly from three buildings: the Conservatory, 
Ukraina Hotel, and Trade Union Hall.[26] Despite RS, SNA and Svoboda fighters being identified in 
various sources as initiating and ultimately perpetrating much of the sniper massacre, at the time a 
group identifiying itself as the "Ukrainian Insurgent Army" or UPA - apparently named after the 
World War Two Nazi-allied Ukrainian organization responsible for mass murders of Jews and 
Poles - claimed responsibility for the February 20 massacre.[27] This could have been a RS 
and/or SP subunit. 


BBC investigators found a Ukrainian photographer who photographed armed men in the Kiev 
Conservatory during the shooting. They also interviewed an ultra-nationalist, called Sergei, who 
claims he was part of an armed Maidan unit deployed in the Conservatory and was equipped with 
a high-velocity hunting rifle. The Conservatory directly overlooks that part of the Maidan where 
the police's water cannon-mounted vehicles had taken up positions. Sergei states that his unit 
fired on police in the early morning of February 20 at approximately 7:00am but that they did not 
shoot to kill, merely firing at their feet.[28] According to the German newspaper Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung, the Conservatory riflemen were under the command of 27-year-old 
Volodymyr Parasyuk, who was the leader of one of the MSD sotniki units.[29] 


Although Andriy Parubiy was commander MSD hundreds, Parasyuk claims his group did not 
coordinate its joining the MSD with Parubiy but rather with the Right Sector, speaking with 
representatives of opposition UDAR party leader Klichko.[30] However, as Katchanovski correctly 
notes, it is highly unlikely that such a large unit of armed men could have been moving around on 
the Maidan without permission from someone in the EuroMaidan leadership - perhaps Klichko. 
[31] Parasyuk, a native of nationalistic Lviv in western Ukraine, states that over the years he 
received paramilitary training with a range of nationalist groups there and was a member of the 
Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists, one of the many Ukrainian organizations modeled like RS and 
SP on the World War И era Nazi-allied OUN.[32] Parasyuk admitted in a Frankfurter Allgemeine 
Zeitung interview that many in his soten or hundred of some 50 men were armed with hunting 
rifles and fired on the police from the Music Conservatory, but supposedly only in response to 
initial police Яге.[33] After playing this key role in the Maidan revolt, Parasyuk would serve as а 
company commander in the Donbass battalion organized with the direct involvement of the Right 
Sector. In 2015 he would be elected to the Ukraine's Verkhovna Rada, where he would be involved 
in several physical attacks on his fellow parliamentarians. One of Parasyuk' s Maidan shooters also 
joined this battalion,[34] the commander of which, Semyon Semenchenko, was by February 2016 
under investigation for illegally holding people, using falsified documents, and other unidentified 
crimes.[35] 


Parasyuk's role in initiating the shooting on February 20% is corroborated by other sources, 
including RS EuroMaidan members. The aforementioned RS commander Igor Mazur, once a leader 
of the OUN successor organization, the Ukrainian Nationalist Army (UNA-UNSO), which was one 
of RS's three founding groups of RS, stated that he saw some 50 armed protesters in Maidan's 
underground area and shooting at police on the Maidan on that morning.[36] Another source 
staying in the Ukraine Hotel overlooking the Maidan and Institutska told Business News Europe 
IntelliNews that a Maidan rifleman demanded entry to the hotel's guest rooms and then fired from 


the window at about that time.[37] Katchanovski and Beck-Hoffman cite and include, respectively, 
video showing RS and/or SP riflemen firing from the Hotel Ukraina at the same time.[38] 


In an interview given a year after the events, commander of Ukrainian MVD's National Guard 
'anti-terrorist' unit Omega Anatoliy Strelchenko confirmed that police and security possessed 
prior information that some MSD hundreds were armed. He caims to have witnessed both Maidan 
protesters and the police being killed and wounded by shots emanating from the Hotel Ukraina on 
February 20". Additionally, he stated that shooters and spotters were positioned in other nearby 
buildings under the Maidan's control, including but not limited to the Music Conservatory, the 
Trade Union House, Zhovtnevyi Palace, Kinopalats, and Muzeiny Lane. At these and other places 
Strelchenko and Omega troops came under fire from Maidan protesters with both hunting rifles 
and Kalashnikovs.[39] Strelchenko also testifies that his men were fired on twice on February 21% 
- just after midnight and just before noon.[40] Hours later, they and all other police, MVD, and 
special forces pulled out of the city center in accordance with the February 20° agreement, 
leaving the government buildings unprotected to be stormed by the very same RS, SP and other 
Maidan activists who had been involved in the shootings. 


One Maidan shooter was apparently a member of either the neo-fascist Right Sector or one of its 
founding neo-fascist parties, the Social-National Assembly (SNA), and later served in the 
notorious Azov Battalion fighting near Mariupol and led by SNA chairman Biletskiy. This shooter 
said he was recruited in January for this operation and that on February 19*" at around 6:00pm he 
and some 20 others who came forward after someone from the Maidan protest's podium 
requested people with shooting skills. They were offered a choice of weapons, including shotguns 
and Kalashnikov-based Saiga rifles and told to take up convenient positions. The same shooter 
claims he saw about 10 other protesters shooting at police from the Music Conservatory building 
in the morning of February 20. Other Maidan protesters who witnessed these events said that 
organized groups from western Ukraine's Lviv and Ivano-Frankivsk regions, some with rifles, came 
to the Maidan and then moved to the conservatory hours after midnight on February 20'^ [41] 
Using medical emergency service reports, a Rada special commission confirmed the time line, 
concluding that shooting from Maidan and neighboring streets targeting Berkut and Internal 
Troops on February 20'^ started at 6:10am.[42] The BBC investigation includes photos showing 
Maidan shooters with hunting rifles and a Kalashnikov rifle inside the Music Conservatory shortly 
after 8:00am.[43] Two separate '112 Ukraina' television broadcasts reported that between 
8:00am and 9:00am several policeman were shot by Maidan shooters from the Music 
Conservatory. At the same time, a video shows a Maidan stage speaker warning demonstrators of 
shooting coming from behind the stage, demonstrators pointing to a shooter on a hotel rooftop, 


and sounds of gunfire.[44] Numerous other reports cited by Katchanovskii, including an interview 
with a Swedish neo-Nazi pro-Maidan protester, report Maidan shooters firing on, killing, and 
wounding police before 9am.[45] 


Euromaidan tweeted at 8:21am- minutes after Omega commander Strelchenko informed 
Euromaidan self-defense chief Parubiy about the first Berkut report of Maidan shooters firing at 
police—that a "sniper" was caught at the Music Conservatory, which is consistent with both BBC 
and Vesti interviews of the same shooter, who said that he was "captured" by the Parubiy's 
personal security unit and driven out of Kiev. [46] This ‘capture’ may have been an early attempt to 
cover up the hundreds’ falso flag ‘sniper’s’ massacre, since later, as Katchanovski reports, Parubiy 
denied his forces ever captured a sniper.[47] It is likely that the ultra-nationalist Parubiy was 
behind the false flag operation and nationalist revolutionary seizure of power. He would be 
rewarded under the new Maidan regime with the post of Chairman of the Defense and Security 


Council of Ukraine. 


Video evidence compiled by Professor Katchanovski leaves no doubt that Parasyuk and at least 
one of his groups of RS and SP snipers were firing from the 14'^ floor of the Hotel Ukraina. One 
video shows, beginning at 2 minute and 37 seconds into the video, the arrival of a Parasyuk-led 
group with Parasyuk and Koshulynsky, who is carrying a Glock handgun. At the 2:47 mark, as the 
armed demonstrators are still entering, journalists attempt to photograph or film them at which 
point they are confronted by people who appear to be in charge with screams, "Don't photograph 
(them), don't photograph (them) Koshulynsky would chair the Verkhovna Rada emergency 
session in the late afternoon and evening of that same day during which the parliament 
condemned the Yanukovych government for the massacre and issued a resolution ordering 
government forces to withdraw from downtown Kiev. A video from Germany's ZDF television 
Parasyuk can be seen removing armed comrades from a 14'^ floor room of the Hotel Ukraina at 
10:22am commanded the shooters to stop firing and move because "the press should not be 
drawn into it” The SP figure and then Verkhovna Rada deputy speaker Ruslan Koshulynsky is also 
seen in this video with the same group of armed shooters. The video was removed in early March 
2015 from the German ZDF website but is available on Professor Katchanovski's Facebook page. 
“ Another video shows the men inside the Hotel Ukraine room shooting out the wi ndow ^ A 
Ruptly video shows another group of Maidan protesters with atleast one gun and an axe breaking 
into the same 14'^ floor hotel room, which had been occu pied by journalists. Just prior to this a 
Ruptly reporter showed at 10:12am that he was shot in his bullet-proof vest about half an hour 
before, and the ZDF correspondent says in the video: "They captured our room on the 14th floor 
of the hotel. They fired out of our window.” All of this, as Katchanovski points out, has been 


covered up or denied by the Ukrainian government investigation, avoided in both Maidan 
Ukrainian and Western media reporting, and ignored by Western governments. 


Around the time of the second anniversary of the February massacre, yet another pro-Maidan 
sniper, Ivan Bubenchik, emerged to acknowledge that he shot and killed Berkut before any 
protesters were shot that day. In a print interview Bubenchik previews his admission in Vladimir 
Tikhii's documentary film 'Brantsy' that he shot and killed two Berkut commanders in the early 
morning hours of February 20'^ on the Maidan. Bubenchik hails from Lviv, having learned how to 
shoot in the Soviet army and undergone training at a military intelligence academy for operations 
planned for Afghanistan and "other hot points." Claiming that he was on the Maidan from the "first 
day,’ he soon joined the MSD's "Ninth" soten tasked with guarding the subway exits onto the 
Maidan, so the SBU could not use them to infiltrate the square. At some point, the MVD blocked 
their acces to the government quarters on Hrushevskii Strret. The Ninth soten delivered a written 
ultimatum that if by the next day Ninth's fighters were not allowed to move freely between the 
Maidan and the Metro, they would attack the Internal Troops, which they did with Molotov 


а 52 
cocktails and stones"? 


On February 20*^, Bubenchik claims that the Yanukovich regime started the fire in the Trade 
Union House—where his and many other EuroMaidan fighters lived during the revolt—prompting 
the Maidan's next reaction. As noted above, however, pro-Maidan neo-fascists have revealed that 
Right Sector started that fires there. Relocating to the infamous Conservatory where, Bubenchik 
confirms other testimony that there were pro-Maidan fighters "with hunting rifles"... shooting at 
the units of special troops seventy meters away" He moved them away from windows through 
which they were firing at the secial forces when the latter allegedly began throwing Molotov 
cocktails at the buildingin order to burn down their "last refuge" Claiming he had been praying for 
40, then 20 Kalashnikovs to appear, on the morning of the February 20" an unidentified person 
brought to them a Kalashnikov and 75 bullets in a tennis racket bag. He emphasizes that those 
who claim the weapons had been captured from the pro-Yanukovich titushki on February 18'^ are 
wrong. Bubenchik fired at police from a window situated behind columns farthest from the 
Maidan, targeting likely commanders betrayed by their “gesticulations.” He expresses his pride in 
shooting the two commanders in the back of the skull and killing them and then shooting an 
unspecified number of other Berkut servicemen in the legs with the intent merely to wound. 
Bubenchik then moved out of the Conservatory onto the street and continued to fire on police 
from behind the shields of other protesters, who were moved "to tears of joy" After the police 


began to return fire, Bubenchik ran out of ammunition and was told by “people with status” that 


more was оп the way. He does not clarify whether it arrived, but concludes by noting that two of 
his comrades in the Ninth hundred were killed: Igor Serdyuk and Bogdan Vaid gp 


Numerous videos, including those used by the BBC and other documentaries cited herein, 
demonstrate that by January the Maidan protests were far from peaceful. Total police casualties 
from gunfire for February 18-20 were at least 17 killed and 196 wounded, according to one 
source.[54] Another set of figures holds that there were 578 police casualties, including killed, 
wounded, and injured; 80 of these were victims of gunshot wounds during these three February 
days. Later, almost all accounts settled on the figures of 85 protesters and 18 law enforcement 
officials, with hundreds wounded on both sides.[55] For the entire history of the Maidan protests, 
the Ukraine MVD's official figures are 20 police killed and approximately 600 wounded in Kiev 
alone.[56] Some 100 civilians were killed during the protests and violence. As the Maidan revolt 
radicalized, it increasingly came to represent western Ukrainians. It is not accidental that the 
residents of the ten westernmost of Ukraine's 26 regions comprise over half of the ‘Heavenly 
Hundred' martyrs—those 100 people killed on Maidan during the revolutionary wave of 29 
November 2013 - 21 February 2014 (85 of them during February 18-20—and nearly two thirds of 
those who were citizens of Ukraine. Twenty percent (19 of the 99 victims with known residences 
and/or places of birth) were from the nationalist hotbed of Lviv Oblast’, the heart of Galicia.[57] 


Maidan Coverup? 


In power, the EuroMaidan regime has stalled in investigating the February snipers' massacre and 
appeared to be engaged in an effort to cover up the leading role of pro-Maidan neo-fascist 
elements in shooting demonstrators. According to Katchanovski, numerous video and audio tapes 
used to charge the Berkut and Omega with all the casualties were edited to delete key pieces of 
information included in other sources cited by himslef and others showing that gunfire was 
coming from territory and buildings controlled by the EuroMaidan and its neo-fascist elements. 
Only the footage showing the Berkut and Omega firing on the streets is advertised by the Maidan 
regime, the West, and supportive media.[58] Two years after the snipers' massacre, the Maidan 
regime had yet to develop a believable account of the massacre that could convincingly place the 
blame solely or even for the most part on the Yanukovich regime and the Berkut. It is ostensibly 
investigating the shootings of protesters and police but in two separate investigations. No charges 
have been brought against anyone for shooting police, Berkut, or Omega personnel. When in 
autumn 2014 then Prosecutor General Oleh Makhnitskiy claimed that many of the protesters 
were shot with hunting rifles, as Katchanovski's research suggests, he was soon fired from his 
post. Later, in February 2016, leader of the command staff of the MDS, then SBU deputy head in 


the new Maidan government, and now Rada deputy from the nationalist People's Front, Andrey 
Levus tried to lay the blame for a crucial three-month 'delay' in the investigation on precisely 
Makhnitskiy, claiming the SBU had handed over to him a "mass of evidence" [59] 


In autumn 2015 cases were brought against three arrested Berkut police for shooting protesters, 
but the charges and any supporting evidence have not been laid out in any detail, and what has 
been publicized has contradicted the GPO's indictment or been cast in grave doubt by grave 
discrepancies with other available facts such as those presented in this chapter. The prosecution's 
investigation only placed the accused in the general area of the shootings and could not specify 
particular victims, link bullets and firearms, or identify precise time and place of shootings.[60] A 
Reuters investigation even found major "flaws" in the probe. For example, one of the accused 
Berkut policeman is missing a hand and could not have fired the weapon as prosecutors claim.[61] 


Moreover, the trial's revelations, Maidan regime General Prosecutor Office (GPO) court appeals, 
and resulting court decisions began to undermine the Maidan myth and support Katchanovski's 
version of events. The Maidan massacre trial revealed results of forensic ballistic reports which 
indicate that the majority of the 39 protesters were killed from the same single 7.62тт АКМ, its 
hunting versions, or other firearms of the same caliber. Forensic medical reports concerning 
locations and directions of entry wounds, videos showing the moments of killings of most of these 
protesters, and testimonies of Maidan eyewitnesses show that these protesters were killed from 
this firearm from the Maidan-controlled Hotel Ukraina and not from the Berkut positions on the 
ground. According to Katchanovskii's most recent research based on the trial revelations, the 
forensic medical reports made public during the trial confirmed that the majority of the protesters 
were killed from very or relatively steep angles from nearby buildings and Maidan-controlled 
locations. At least 12 protesters out of 21, whose cases were examined during the trial, had 
wounds at significant angles, three protesters were shot from nearly horizontal positions, while 
specific directions of the wounds have not been revealed in the cases of six protesters. The Berkut 
policemen were positioned at nearly horizontal levels with the killed protesters. Trial evidence 
also revealed that even those killed protesters whose bullet trajectory was at nearly horizontal 
angles were shot from other such 7.62 caliber firearms and hunting weapons from Maidan- 
controlled locations, such as the Bank Arkada and Muzeinyi Lane buildings. Moreover still, 
according to Katchanovski, the investigation is denying its own findings submitted in a report to 
the Council of Europe. This report stated that the GPO investigation determined that at least 
three protesters were killed from the Hotel Ukraine and at least 10 others were killed from 
rooftops.[62] Nevertheless, on 26 January 2016, the GPO re-charged the Berkut commander and 
two Berkut members with killing not 39 but 48 out of 49 protesters as well as terrorism. The sole 


exception is apparently a Georgian protester exact circumstances and location of whose death 
could still not be confirmed.[63] 


Despite claims by some Maidan Ukraine officials that the Russians were behind and/or carried out 
the February 2014 shootings, Maidan Ukraine's legal system has begun to investigate RS fighters' 
involvement in the killing at least some of the Berkut police and MBD Internal Troops by January 
2016 and at least demonstrator. This was was reflected in several Kiev court decisions, which also 
suggested that the GPO was beginning to investigate RS as possible suspects in the killings. 
Rulings by Kiev's Pechersk district court in November and December 2015 appeared in Ukraine's 
online database of court decisions and were publicized on Facebook and elsewhere by Professor 
Katchanovski and the present author, but they were reported by the Ukrainian or Western 
governments and media. The decisions state that the investigation had determined that two 
wounded attackers of a separatist checkpoint near Sloviansk in Donbas at 2:00am on April 20, 
2014 used the same weapons used to kill two MVD troopers and wound three policemen on 
Maidan on 18 February 2014. Two members of the RS's ‘Viki ng unit were being investigated by 
the GPO by the end of summer 2015 for the February 2014 killings of the police on the Maidan, 
following a public admission by one of this neo-Nazis. ^" Moreover, Kiev's Pecherskiy District 
Court decision shows that the GPO was then investigating at least one other member of the ultra- 
nationalist UNA-UNSO, one of the founding groups of the Right Sector, for murdering a protester 
by cutting his throat on February 18, 2014.2“ In February 2016 the Pecherskiy court had added 
12 other RS members to the investigation of the Maidan shootings tied through weapons used 
near Sloviansk on 20 April 2014.[67] 


The Ukrainian authorities have tried to tie the Maidan snipers' massacre to Putin. In February 
2015, SBU chief Nalyvaichenko claimed that the SBU had evidence, which it has never produced, 
showing that Russian President Putin's advisor Vladislav Surkov organized and commanded the 
snipers massacre from an SBU base. By April a Rada deputy from President Petro Poroshenko's 
party (the Petro Poroshenko Bloc or PPB) revealed that Surkov arrived at 8:00pm on the evening 
of the 20", when the shooting was already over. Nalyvaichenko then toned down his story. 
Testifying at a hearing of the Anti-Corruption Committee in mid-April 2015, he was much more 
circumscribed in his claims about Surkov. He stated that Surkov was only in Kiev on February 20- 
21 and was reportedly seen in the company of then SBU chief Oleksandr Yakimenko and visited 
the presidential administration. Nalyvaichenko made no mention of Surkov coordinating the 
snipers' attacks at the hearings and he was soon fired.[68] 


Only on 29 April 2015, a year and two months after the event, did prosecutors put out a public call 
for citizens to turn in any bullet shells they might have taken from Maidan during or after the 
snipers' massacre.[69] In May the Maidan-majority Rada's Anti-Corruption Committee, largely 
controlled by Poroshenko's PPB assessed the investigation into the massacre of protesters as 
unsatisfactory, finding “sabotage and negligence; and warned that if within two months progress 
is not made then it would seek the removal of the leaders of the General Prosecutors Office, MVD, 
and SBU.[70] 


The GPO has gradually and only slightly moved in the direction of Katchanovski's version of 
Maidan massacre as an RS/SP-led false flag operation under the cover of the EuroMaidan 'self- 
defense’ forces. Maidan Ukraine's first two GPs were Svoboda and Fatherland members, 
respectively, and they never mentioned that shots were fired from areas controlled by 
EuroMaidan such as the Hotel Ukraine. Its third GP appointed a new chief of the investigation, 
who has acknowledged that some maidan demosntrators were wounded by shots fired from the 
Hotel Ukraine.[71]By October 2015, Ukraines new General Prosecutor Viktor Shokin 
acknowledged that there was no evidence of the Kremlin's involvement in the Maidan shootings. 
[72] On October 15'^ Shokin had the offices and homes of three SP deputies searched as part of 
the investigation into the shootings, and these deputies were being summoned for questioning 'as 
witnesses.[73] However, Shokin's move seems to have been a weapon deployed in the overall 
struggle power between the neo-fascist and oligarchic wings dominating post-Maidan Ukraine's 
polity. The day before, the SP and RS for the first time since Maidan held a joint march in Kiev 
ostensibly in order to honor World War II's OUN and UPA, but the slogans condemned President 
Poroshenko and called for a national revolution against what they regard as an oligarchic regime. 
[74] Thus, the investigation continued to bog down, and no one was fired as Poroshenko 
threatened. This suggests that there may be serious split over what direction the investigation 
should take between the more moderate Poroshenko and his PPB, on the one hand, and the ultra- 
nationalists of Prime Minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk's National Front, the Yulia Timoshenko's 
Fatherland Party, RS, and SNA, among others, on the other hand. In lieu of international pressure 
for an objective investigation, only a final showdown between the two wings of the Maidan regime 
won decisively by Poroshenko might lead to an objective investigation and prosecution of both the 
neo-fascist and Yanukovich regime perpetrators of the crimes committed by the 'snipers' of 


Maidan's February revolution. 


Western international organizations have accused the Maidan authorities of poor progress in 
investigating, delaying, obstructing or covering up the events of February 20'^. For example, the 
Council of Europe's (CE) International Advisory Group concluded that "serious investigative 


deficiencies ... have ипдегтте the authorities' ability to establish the circumstances of the 
Maidan-related crimes and to identify those responsible" It regards the investigation to be 
hindered by numerous "failures; "obstructiveness" (in particular on the part of the MVD), a lack of 
Will, too few investigators, and a lack of investigatory independence and transparency. The CE 
panel also cited efforts by prosecutors and the MVD to help Berkut officers avoid prosecution or 
at least interrogation.[75] In its annual report for 2015, Amnesty International concluded: "Little 
progress was made in investigating violations and abuses related to the 2013-14 pro-European 
demonstration in the capital Kyiv (‘Euromaydan’) and in bringing the perpetrators to justice: [76] 
Citing "political motives" on Kiev's part, Interpol refused to accept Kiev's request for warrants on 
23 Berkut officers, whom Kiev alleges killed 39 protesters in the Maidan shootings.[77] In June 
2014, SP member and the Maidan government's then acting GP Makhnitskiy claimed the GPO had 
given audiotapes to the FBI for enhancement in connection with the investigation, but more than 
20 months later the FBI has neither confirmed receiving the tapes nor released results of their 
investigation.[78] But neither Washington, Brussels, Berlin, London nor Paris have ever demanded 
an objective investigation, mentioning the issue only when questioned by journalists, usually those 


from Russia. 
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It's not Russia that's pushed Ukraine to the brink of war 


by Seumas Milne The Guardian 
April 30, 2014 


The attempt to lever Kiev into the western camp by ousting an elected leader made 
conflict certain. It could be a threat to us all. 


The threat of war in Ukraine is growing. As the unelected government in Kiev declares 
itself unable to control the rebellion in the country's east, John Kerry brands Russia a 
rogue state. The US and the European Union step up sanctions against the Kremlin, 
accusing it of destabilising Ukraine. The White House is reported to be set on a new cold 
war policy with the aim of tuming Russia into a "pariah state". 





That might be more explicable if what is going on in eastern Ukraine now were not the 
mirror image of what took place in Kiev a couple of months ago. Then, it was armed 
protesters in Maidan Square seizing govemment buildings and demanding a change of 
government and constitution. US and European leaders championed the "masked 
militants" and denounced the elected govemment for its crackdown, just as they now 
back the unelected government's use of force against rebels occupying police stations 
and town halls in cities such as Slavyansk and Donetsk. 


"America is with you," Senator John McCain told demonstrators then, standing shoulder 
to shoulder with the leader of the far-right Svoboda party as the US ambassador haggled 
with the state department over who would make up the new Ukrainian government. 


When the Ukrainian president was replaced by a US-selected administration, in an 
entirely unconstitutional takeover, politicians such as William Hague brazenly misled 
parliament about the legality of what had taken place: the imposition of a pro-western 
government on Russia's most neuralgic and politically divided neighbour. 





Putin bit back, taking a leaf out of the US street-protest playbook — even though, as in 
Kiev, the protests that spread from Crimea to eastem Ukraine evidently have mass 
support. But what had been a glorious cry for freedom in Kiev became infiltration and 
insatiable aggression in Sevastopol and Luhansk. 


After Crimeans voted overwhelmingly to join Russia, the bulk of the western media 
abandoned any hint of even-handed coverage. So Putin is now routinely compared to 
Hitler, while the role of the fascistic right on the streets and in the new Ukrainian regime 
has been airbrushed out of most reporting as Putinist propaganda. 


So you don't hear much about the Ukrainian government's veneration of wartime Nazi 
collaborators and pogromists, or the arson attacks on the homes and offices of elected 
communist leaders, or the integration of the extreme Right Sector into the national guard, 
while the anti-semitism and white supremacism of the government's ultra-nationalists is 
assiduously played down, and false identifications of Russian special forces are relayed 
as fact. 


The reality is that, after two decades of eastward Nato expansion, this crisis was triggered 
by the west's attempt to pull Ukraine decisively into its orbit and defence structure, via an 
explicitly anti-Moscow EU association agreement. Its rejection led to the Maidan protests 
and the installation of an anti-Russian administration — rejected by half the country — that 
went on to sign the EU and Intemational Monetary Fund agreements regardless. 


No Russian govemment could have acquiesced in such a threat from territory that was at 
the heart of both Russia and the Soviet Union. Putin's absorption of Crimea and support 
for the rebellion in eastern Ukraine is clearly defensive, and the red line now drawn: the 
east of Ukraine, at least, is not going to be swallowed up by Nato or the EU. 


But the dangers are also multiplying. Ukraine has shown itself to be barely a functioning 
state: the former government was unable to clear Maidan, and the westem-backed 
regime is "helpless" against the protests in the Soviet-nostalgic industrial east. For all the 
talk about the paramilitary "green men" (who turn out to be overwhelmingly Ukrainian), 
the rebellion also has strong social and democratic demands: who would argue against a 
referendum on autonomy and elected govemors? 


Meanwhile, the US and its European allies impose sanctions and dictate terms to Russia 
and its proteges in Kiev, encouraging the military crackdown on protesters after visits from 
Joe Biden and the CIA director, John Brennan. But by what right is the US involved at all, 
incorporating under its strategic umbrella a state that has never been a member of Nato, 
and whose last elected government came to power on a platform of explicit neutrality? It 
has none, of course — which is why the Ukraine crisis is seen in such a different light 
across most of the world. There may be few global takers for Putin's oligarchic 
conservatism and nationalism, but Russia's counterweight to US imperial expansion is 
welcomed, from China to Brazil. 


In fact, one outcome of the crisis is likely to be a closer alliance between China and 
Russia, as the US continues its anti-Chinese "pivot" to Asia. And despite growing 
violence, the cost in lives of Russia's arms-length involvement in Ukraine has so far been 
minimal compared with any significant western intervention you care to think of for 
decades. 


The risk of civil war is nevertheless growing, and with it the chances of outside powers 
being drawn into the conflict. Barack Obama has already sent token forces to eastem 
Europe and is under pressure, both from Republicans and Nato hawks such as Poland, to 
send many more. Both US and British troops are due to take part in Nato military 
exercises in Ukraine this summer. 


The US and EU have already overplayed their hand in Ukraine. Neither Russia nor the 
westem powers may want to intervene directly, and the Ukrainian prime minister's 
conjuring up of a third world war presumably isn't authorised by his Washington sponsors. 
But a century after 1914, the risk of unintended consequences should be obvious enough 
— as the threat of a return of big-power conflict grows. Pressure for a negotiated end to 
the crisis is essential. 
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Washington's War on Russia 
BY MIKE WHITNEY 


"In order to survive and preserve its leading role on the international stage, the US 
desperately needs to plunge Eurasia into chaos, (and) to cut economic ties between 
Europe and Asia-Pacific Region ... Russia is the only (country) within this potential zone 
of instability that is capable of resistance. It is the only state that is ready to confront the 
Americans. Undermining Киѕѕіаѕ political will for resistance... is a vitally important task 
for America.” 


-Nikolai Starikov, Western Financial System Is Driving It to War, Russia Insider 


"Our first objective is to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival, either on the territory 
of the former Soviet Union or elsewhere, that poses a threat on the order of that posed 
formerly by the Soviet Union. This is a dominant consideration underlying the new 
regional defense strategy and requires that we endeavor to prevent any hostile power 
from dominating a region whose resources would, under consolidated control, be 
sufficient to generate global power." 


-The Wolfowitz Doctrine, the original version of the Defense Planning Guidance, 
authored by Under Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, leaked to the New York Times 
on March 7, 1992 


The United States does not want a war with Russia, it simply feels that it has no choice. If the 
State Department hadn't initiated a coup in Ukraine to topple the elected president, Viktor 
Yanukovych, then the US could not have inserted itself between Russia and the EU, thus, 
disrupting vital trade routes which were strengthening nations on both continents. The 
economic integration of Asia and Europe-including plans for high-speed rail from China 
(*The New Silk Road") to the EU-poses a clear and present danger for the US whose share of 
global GDP continues to shrink and whose significance in the world economy continues to 
decline. For the United States to ignore this new rival (EU-Russia) would be the equivalent of 
throwing in the towel and accepting a future in which the US would face a gradual but 
persistent erosion of its power and influence in world affairs. No one in Washington is 
prepared to let that happen, which is why the US launched its proxy-war in Ukraine. 


The US wants to separate the continents, "prevent the emergence of a new rival”, install а 
tollbooth between Europe and Asia, and establish itself as the guarantor of regional security. 
To that end, the US is rebuilding the Iron Curtain along a thousand mile stretch from the 
Baltic Sea to the Black Sea. Tanks, armored vehicles and artillery are being sent to the region 
to reinforce a buffer zone around Europe in order to isolate Russia and to create a staging 
ground for future US aggression. Reports of heavy equipment and weapons deployment 
appear in the media on nearly a daily basis although the news is typically omitted in the US 
press. A quick review of some of the recent headlines will help readers to grasp the scale of 
the conflict that is cropping up below the radar: 


"US, Bulgaria to hold Balkans military drills", "NATO Begins Exercises In Black Sea", 
"Army to send even more troops, tanks to Europe", "Poland requests greater US military 
presence", “U.S. Army sending armored convoy 1,100 miles through Europe", “Over 120 
US tanks, armored vehicles arrive in Latvia", "US, Poland to Conduct Missile Exercise in 
March - Pentagon" 


Get the picture? There's a war going on, a war between the United States and Russia. 


Notice how most of the headlines emphasize US involvement, not NATO. In other words, the 
provocations against Russia originate from Washington not Europe. This is an important 
point. The EU has supported US-led economic sanctions, but it's not nearly as supportive of 
the military build up along the perimeter. That's Washington's idea and the cost is borne by 
the US alone. Naturally, moving tanks, armored vehicles and artillery around the world is an 
expensive project, but the US is more than willing to make the sacrifice if it helps to achieve 
its objectives. 


And what are Washington's objectives? 


Interestingly, even political analysts on the far right seem to agree about that point. For 
example, check out this quote from STRATFOR CEO George Friedman who summed it up in a 
recent presentation he delivered at The Chicago Council on Foreign Affairs. He said: 


"The primordial interest of the United States, over which for centuries we have fought 
wars-the First, the Second and Cold Wars-has been the relationship between Germany 
and Russia, because united there, they're the only force that could threaten us. And to 
make sure that that doesn't happen.” ... George Friedman at The Chicago Council on 
Foreign Affairs, Time 1:40 to 1:57) 


Bingo. Ukraine has nothing to do with sovereignty, democracy or (alleged) Russian 
aggression. That's all propaganda. It's about power. It's about imperial expansion. It's about 
spheres of influence. It's about staving off irreversible economic decline. It's all part of the 
smash-mouth, scorched earth, take-no-prisoners geopolitical world in which we live, not the 
fake Disneyworld created by the western media. The US State Department and CIA toppled 
the elected-government in Ukraine and ordered the new junta regime to launch a desperate 
war of annihilation against its own people in the East, because, well, because they felt they 
had no other option. Had Putin's ambitious plan to create a free trade zone between Lisbon to 
Vladivostok gone forward, then where would that leave the United States? Out in the cold, 
that's where. The US would become an isolated island of dwindling significance whose 
massive account deficits and ballooning national debt would pave the way for years of brutal 
restructuring, declining standards of living, runaway inflation and burgeoning social unrest. 
Does anyone really believe that Washington would let that to happen when it has a "brand- 
spanking" trillion dollar war machine at its disposal? 


Heck, no. Besides, Washington believes it has a historic right to rule the world, which is what 
one would expect when the sense of entitlement and hubris reach their terminal phase. Now 
check out this clip from an article by economist Jack Rasmus at CounterPunch: 


"Behind the sanctions is the USA objective of driving Russia out of the European 
economy. Europe was becoming too integrated and dependent on Russia. Not only its gas 
and raw materials, but trade relations and money capital flows were deepening on many 
fronts between Russia and Europe in general prior to the Ukraine crisis that has 
provided the cover for the introduction of the sanctions. Russia's growing economic 
integration with Europe threatened the long term economic interests of US capitalists. 
Strategically, the US precipitated coup in the Ukraine can be viewed, therefore as a 
means by which to provoke Russian military intervention, i.e. a necessary event in order 
to deepen and expand economic sanctions that would ultimately sever the growing 
economic ties between Europe and Russia long term. That severance in turn would not 
only ensure US economic interests remain dominant in Europe, but would also open up 
new opportunities for profit making for US interests in Europe and Ukraine as well... 


When the rules of the competition game between capitalists break down altogether, the 
result is war—i.e. the ultimate form of inter-capitalist competition." (The Global 
Currency Wars, Jack Rasmus, CounterPunch) 


See? Analysts on the right and left agree. Ukraine has nothing to do with sovereignty, 
democracy or Russian aggression. It's plain-old cutthroat geopolitics, where the last man left 
standing, wins. 


The United States cannot allow Russia reap the benefits of its own vast resources. Oh, no. It 
has to be chastised, it has to be bullied, it has to be sanctioned, isolated, threatened and 
intimidated. That's how the system really works. The free market stuff is just horsecrap for 
the sheeple. 


Russia is going to have to deal with chaotic, fratricidal wars on its borders and color-coded 
regime change turbulence in its capital. It will have to withstand reprisals from its trading 
partners, attacks on its currency and plots to eviscerate its (oil) revenues. The US will do 
everything in its power to poison the well, to demonize Putin, to turn Brussels against 
Moscow, and to sabotage the Russian economy. 


Divide and conquer, that's the ticket. Keep them at each others throats at all times. Sunni vs 
Shia, one ethnic Ukrainian vs the other, Russians vs Europeans. That's Washington's plan, 
and it's a plan that never fails. 


US powerbrokers are convinced that America's economic slide can only be arrested by 
staking a claim in Central Asia, dismembering Russia, encircling China, and quashing all 
plans for an economically-integrated EU-Asia. Washington is determined to prevail in this 
existential conflict, to assert its hegemonic control over the two continents, and to preserve 
its position as the world's only superpower. 


Only Russia can stop the United States and we believe it will. 


Мау 29,2015. J 


"THE STRUGGLE FOR 


SURVIVAL ACROSS™ 
UKRAINE’S FRONTLINE 





- — Text and photos by Kristina Jovanovski 
I R | N Editing by Andrew Gully and Rachel Harvey 
Cover photo by Brendan Hoffman for Mercy Corps. 


5.29.2015 


Ukraine's frontline cuts across the country like a jagged scar. Despite а 
February ceasefire, fighting hasn't stopped. In March and April, Kristina 
Jovanovski had rare access to rebel-held areas to investigate the 
humanitarian disaster that has unfolded on Europe's doorstep. Here is 


her exclusive report on why aid isn't getting through. 


After navigating shattered glass, craters, a burnt-out car and a checkpoint, they 
stand in line, ready to get onto all fours and clamber down a precarious wall of 


rubble and crumbling cement in rebel-held eastern Ukraine. 


The 20 or so civilians, some of them quite elderly, make their way gingerly across 
the blown-up bridge that leads to government-controlled territory. More 


importantly, it will give them access to medicine, money and cheaper provisions. 


"When you're 56 of course it's hard, but we have to climb because we need 
money," Lena Vasilivna tells me after scaling the informal border on her return 


journey. 
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A destroyed bridge marks the border between government and rebel-held territory in 
eastern Ukraine 


Credit cards, banks and ATMs don't function at all in the rebel-held east. People 
are cut off from all the services the Ukrainian state would usually provide, such as 
pensions and benefits. The government made an official announcement in 


November, but locals say the funds dried up months before that. 


The conflict between the Ukrainian government and pro- Russian separatist rebels 
has claimed more than 6,334 lives since it erupted 13 months ago, according 
to conservative estimates from UN relief officials. The Ukrainian government of 


Petro Poroshenko puts the death toll above 8,600, including nearly 7,000 civilians. 


The war, which holds enormous geopolitical importance for Russia and Europe, 
grew out of protests by pro-Russian separatists, which escalated after Russia's 
annexation of Ukraine's southeastern peninsula of Crimea. Russia's move followed 
the February 2014 revolution that overthrew pro- Moscow president Viktor 


Yanukovych. 


Separatists took control of parts of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions and set up 
the self-proclaimed "Donetsk People's Republic" (DPR) and "Luhansk People's 
Republic" (LPR) in April. Kiev and NATO say the rebels are backed by Moscow, 


which Russia denies. 


The war's frontline has become Ukraine's de facto Berlin Wall, splitting the 
country east and west, dividing the two populations — sometimes members of the 


same family even — into haves and have-nots. 
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Pro-Russian separatist rebels have carved out their own self-proclaimed republics 
in eastern Ukraine 












An untold number of civilians cross the frontline every month to get money and 
supplies from the west. They can't afford to stay there and rent apartments, 


especially with no means of employment, so they return east with whatever they 


can carry. 


Vasilivna lives in the small village of Nikolaevka, seven kilometers from the 
bridge. When fighting intensified in February, she slept on the floor in the 


corridor, hoping the extra walls would provide greater protection if a shell hit. 


Once a month, she makes her way like hundreds of others across the bridge to the 
town of Stanytsia Luhanska to pick up her mother's medication for high blood 
pressure and her pension from the post office. 


In government-controlled territory, Vasilivna has access to cheaper goods. At 
home, she would pay $5.65 for one kilo of pork fat. Across the bridge, she can get 
it for $2.11. A box of teabags costs 70 cents on the western side versus $1.65 on 


the east. 


She has to stop at three checkpoints and is never sure she'll be allowed to pass. 
Sometimes, the guards say she cannot go through for security reasons. Other 


times, she is denied passage but given no explanation. 


Even when she does make it, difficult trade-offs have to be made: "If we buy 


medicine, we can't afford to buy some food," she explains. 
Who is helping? 


Most of the estimated 1.2 million Ukrainians in need of assistance in rebel-held 
Ukraine can't keep crossing to and fro like Vasilivna to make ends meet. Many 


have no income at all and are reliant on whatever aid comes their way. 





Families spent the winter months living in underground shelters 


According to an extensive assessment of humanitarian needs conducted by the 
NGO Forum in Ukraine in March, of the more than 670,000 people who urgently 


needed food aid, almost 90 percent were in rebel-held areas. 


International aid agencies are struggling to fill the void left by the Ukrainian 
government, which cannot access the rebel-held east, and by the separatists, who 


are trying to build their own quasi-state with limited means. 
It is an impossible task, especially as February's truce is a ceasefire in name only. 


"There's a huge population that we will never be able to cover," Loic Jaeger, 


deputy head of mission for Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF) in Ukraine, tells me. 


A limited number of aid convoys do cross quite regularly from the west, but they 
can't access certain areas, especially villages in lawless Luhansk region far from 


crossing points, down minor roads. Some help is provided by the Russian 


government, but it isn't clear how widespread or regular this assistance is. 





D 
- 411 | 
Rebels have been distributing limited amounts of aid 





Aid agencies are also hampered by a Ukrainian government policy, introduced in 
January, requiring people who travel from government-controlled areas into rebel- 


held territory to formally apply for permission first. 


Daniel Bunnskog, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
representative in Luhansk, says this bureaucracy means dozens of trucks have 
been left languishing for days at Ukrainian checkpoints waiting for the correct 


passes. 


"It doesn't seem to be a unified system where everybody has the same opinion of 
what's supposed to happen when you come with your passes and trucks," he says. 


"It makes the timely delivery of the assistance very difficult." 


The policy has limited the amount of aid the UN's World Food Programme (WFP) 


can deliver in rebel territory. 


WFP reports officer Ryan Mcdonagh says figuring out how to get past the 
checkpoints has become a daily struggle because the process is so inconsistent and 


unreliable. 


"It's really important to get food in now... you have areas that have been cut off 
for months," he tells me. "At the same time that we're trying to get in as much 
food as possible to some of these (rebel-held) areas, this administrative hurdle 


becomes an increasingly more burdensome challenge." 


Many people in the rebel-held part of Luhansk region have to rely on soup 
kitchens run by separatists. Apart from MSF and ICRC, few international aid 


organisations have a consistent presence here, where the humanitarian crisis is 


worst. 
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Soup kitchens, like this one run by the local Red Cross in Luhansk, are the only 
source of regular food for some 


"There are very few humanitarian actors to fill the gap which actually exists 
between needs and what is available," Bunnskog says. "The main provider of 
assistance 1$ (the) so-called LPR government... mainly through the (assistance) it 


receives from the Russian side." 
Impossible security situation 


Even in Donetsk, a city of one million people before the war that is significantly 
better resourced than most, hundreds of people still seek food and medicine every 


day. 


When I visit in early spring, the majority of shops are closed down, but there are 
still markets and grocery stores open. This is also true for the rebel stronghold of 
Luhansk city, where most businesses are boarded up yet some supermarkets 


remain well-stocked. 


As I drive southwest from Luhansk city or northeast from Donetsk, however, a 
different story quickly emerges: the scale of the destruction increases dramatically 


as | enter the heavily shelled areas close to the frontline. 


The conditions I find are appalling in many towns and villages. But the security 
situation 1$ calmer than it was, especially during the bouts of intense fighting that 


marked the long, hard winter. 
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Ukraine: Overview of population displacement (as of 2; 


e Total number of IDPs: 1,299,770 
BELARUS 









RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION 


HUNGARY 


" рари. Саа muam у тә Mor, м bea he. и: ee, Ома Sub cr d "ane Cere vu 
— — —— —— wt ж 1 na Lo —— — — — Tee Мын “мл c һо Been ec) as cma wei by Oe — ^ mme dhyaic beast ae of 1 My be o Soma — ;r-— a 
meeps —— de Odo — 2-е de гем 


More than half those displaced аге in the war-torn regions of Donetsk апа Luhansk 


Access to rebel-held areas has significantly improved since a second ceasefire 
agreement was struck in February, allowing more aid convoys to make their way 


in (the first, in September, collapsed almost immediately). 
But the fighting has not stopped. 


Both sides blame each other for truce violations and mortar and grenade attacks 
are still reported regularly. The Ukrainian government accuses the rebels of 
continuing to use heavy weapons that should have been withdrawn under the 
peace deal. At least nine fatalities were reported just on Wednesday, most of them 


civilians. 


The security situation is particularly dicey in Luhansk region, where an increasing 
number of assassinations of rebel commanders in recent months has been 
interpreted by Kiev as a sign of growing divisions between rival separatist 


factions. 


Control of towns and checkpoints in the rebel-held part of Luhansk region are 


nominally split between the separatist LPR "government" and a group of 


Ukrainian Cossacks — famed for their traditional role in defending the borders of 


the Russian empire. 


But some frontline towns, like Pervomaisk, have witnessed bitter internal power 
struggles. In January, the Cossack mayor was shot dead, while a local warlord 

allied to another group of Cossacks, Alexander Bednov, known by his nickname 
"Batman," was killed along with six bodyguards when an anti-tank missile blew 


up his armoured car. 


Natalia Stupina, who heads LPR's humanitarian operations, insists there has been 
no problem working with the Cossacks and says she would welcome more 
international agencies into the area. "Certainly, for the sake of people," she tells 


me. 


But in reality, even if LPR officials allow aid convoys in, they cannot guarantee 


them safe passage through the rebel-held part of the region. 


"When you don’t have a clear vision of who is where and who (you) should talk to 
to get access to Luhansk, you might not want to take the risk to come here," says 


Bunnskog. 





Because of the conflict, Sasha gets no state benefits or medical treatment 


The dangers for international aid organisations operating in this environment are 


extreme. 


At the end of April, rebels raided the offices of the International Rescue 
Committee in Donetsk for alleged "spying," expelling five foreign nationals and 
taking two Americans hostage for nine days. In October, a Swiss ICRC worker 


was killed when a shell landed near his office in Donetsk. 


"You cross several checkpoints, and checkpoints along the frontline are often 
places where you have quite a lot of tension," says Bunnskog. "When you have 
convoys of 10, 12, 14 huge trucks going through these areas and being checked... 


sometimes (for) hours, you're basically exposing your teams to a high risk." 


'No hope for my life' 


On an overcast and cold March morning, rebels standing next to empty trenches at 
the checkpoint for Pervomaisk say it is a "closed" town and outsiders have to get 


special registration to enter. I am only allowed in with an escort. 


Boxes with MSF's logo on them are stacked at the entrance of a municipal 


building. Dozens of people have lined up nearby to register for free bread. 


The streets tell a tale of destruction: shell holes in the road; wires dangling down 
from broken telegraph poles; row after row of bombed-out apartment blocks — 


plastic sheets flapping violently in the wind, failing to cover glassless windows. 


Inside one building, I find 78-year-old local resident Anna Reshedko. Aside from 


her high blood pressure, she needs medication for a long-term heart condition. 


Even if Pervomaisk's badly damaged and under-resourced main hospital had what 
she needed, it is several miles away and too far for her to reach; she can only walk 


for 30 minutes a day. 


So she spends her time sitting in her unheated apartment with a coat covering the 
legs she can barely stand on. Cold air streams in from a bedroom window broken 
during the shelling. At one point in the winter, she says the inside temperature fell 


to just four degrees Celsius. 





Anna Reshedko, 78, wraps herself in blankets and covers the walls with carpets to 
stave off the freezing cold 


Reshedko keeps her bathtub full because the water normally comes in just once a 


week. At times, she has gone weeks without running water. 


Once, she sat next to a window and cried out to passersby to get her food and 
water because she couldn't walk out of her apartment. "When the cars with the aid 


came here, I couldn't go there," she says. "Everybody (got) the aid and I couldn't." 


She rarely uses her electric heating blanket because she is scared it might stop 


working when she really needs it. 


Reshedko worked as a nurse for 40 years but has not received her pension in 10 


months. 


A pink beret conceals her partly bald head, the result of stress after her husband 
and mother died two months apart, 20 years ago. She has no family left. "There is 


no hope for my life," she says. 


Hiding underground 


Indiscriminate shelling, including in residential areas, cut off some towns from 


any international aid until after the second сеазейге. 


Nowhere was fought over more fiercely than the strategic town of Debaltseve, a 
vital rail and road junction that Ukrainian forces finally relinquished control of on 


18 February after a long siege, at a heavy cost of both men and weaponry. 


Freight cars now litter the ditches on the way into town. At the checkpoint to 
enter, burnt-out military vehicles lie still like monuments behind the fighters who 


check documents and question those who come in. 





Signs of the conflict still litter the road to Debaltseve despite the recent lull in fighting 


In the town centre on this bright and sunny day, rebels hand out boxes of food aid 
from the back of a truck. But only a few streets away, Oleg, who doesn't want his 
last name used, emerges from the dark, damp underground shelter where he lived 


for six weeks with his wife and young son. 


Sleeping in a tiny room covered with carpets to keep the heat in, they created a 
makeshift kitchen next door to store jars of homemade preservatives stockpiled in 


preparation for the war. 


They are happy to return upstairs to their apartment despite the lack of electricity 
and running water. But Oleg, 45, fears their relief might only be fleeting. "Any 


moment they can start (to) fire here (again)," he tells me. 


Only a fraction of Debaltseve's 25,000 original inhabitants remain in the town, 


which is largely destroyed. 


Nearby Zorynsk, with a pre-war population of 7,500, is a ghost town. Only 20 
kilometers from the frontline, it was also heavily shelled in February. But it did 


not have the same strategic value as Debaltseve so it garnered less attention. 


On one street, pieces of wood are scattered across a lawn. Those few beams are all 
that 1$ left of an entire house. It would be impossible to tell had it not been for 


another badly shelled house next door. 





A residential street in Zorynsk: there used to be a house in the foreground, but it was 
completely obliterated. 


One or two vendors still ply their wares in the town's market, but most ofthe rusty 


stalls are all shut up. 


At the market entrance is 83-year-old Anna Vasiliyevna, wearing her roommate's 
old dress and selling cigarettes. She works from 5am to 5pm, earning 25 cents a 


day. 


For lunch she has а piece of bread and an onion. Sometimes, she gets a bowl of 


soup from a kitchen run by the local separatist authorities. 


While it means she can survive, she still goes hungry in a conflict she says is 


worse than the first one she had to live through 70 years ago: World War II. 


Vasiliyevna went without heating this winter in her damaged apartment. She 
stopped getting her pension in July and could no longer pay for gas, which 


increased in price, as did bread. 


"| can t afford the food if I pay the bills," she tells me. "It would be better if I died 


in my flat." 
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Anna Vasiltyevna, 83, makes 25 cents a day selling cigarettes 


Health crisis? 


Without help, the humanitarian crisis already evident in eastern Ukraine will only 
deepen. An estimated 5.2 million people live in areas affected by the conflict and 


the elderly and disabled, left near the frontline, are among the most vulnerable. 


In rebel-held areas, 92 percent of households reported to ACAPS, an independent 
organisation that assesses humanitarian needs, that they were in need of medicine, 


while 34 percent said they had no access or unreliable access to water. 


With no free health care or drugs, patients are also suffering. Since many of those 
left in rebel-held areas are elderly, the need for medicines for chronic diseases 1$ 
especially acute. Aid organisations focused on emergencies are ill-equipped to 


deliver the long-term solutions required. 


"No one knows how they'll manage to provide insulin to the patients here in two 
y g p p 


months' time," says MSF's Jaeger. 


In yet another obstacle, Ukrainian law limits the type of drugs that can be 
imported and does not allow aid agencies to donate to hospitals — only to 


individuals. 


That is especially problematic for patients who cannot administer their own 
medicine, such as those with mental disabilities living in institutions where their 


doctors need to prescribe the drugs. 


"I cannot say that we have been blocked but I cannot say that it has been 


facilitated either," Jaeger tells me. 
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Hospitals in the rebel-held east struggle to treat acute injuries 


MSF did manage to get enough drugs to run some mobile clinics, including at the 


hospital in the town of Novosvitlivka. 


The road to the town is dotted with small villages foreshadowing а former 
frontline. The houses are destroyed, belongings abandoned. The occasional 
pedestrian is often the only sign that the communities are not completely deserted. 


Residents have become stuck in a time capsule of war, living amongst the rubble. 


Valya Stepkina is one of about 300 patients to attend the MSF clinic the day I 
visit. Most people are seeking treatment for chronic diseases like diabetes or for 


pills to help regulate heart problems. 


Stepkina, 65, is picking up medication for her blood pressure, but what she 1$ 


really hoping for are the pills she needs to treat her cancer. 


She waits anxiously until the doctor finally comes out only to tell her they don't 
have them. It has been the same story since September and Stepkina is worried 
about her growing tumour.She has tried going to Luhansk city but can't find the 
pills there either. Having not received her pension in more than nine months, she 


says she wouldn't be able to afford the medicine even if it was available. 


Back at her home, a baby carriage for her twin grandsons lies empty in the living 
room. They are at the hospital with a high fever that will not go away. So is 
Stepkina's son, who has a leg injury and can't get the right treatment. 


"Sometimes I (might) cry. But it is life. I can't do anything. We need to survive 
but nobody cares about us," she says, counting herself as one of the lucky ones. At 


least her house is still standing. 





Novosvitlivka has been badly damaged by heavy shelling 


What next? 


While the better summer weather will make it is easier for civilians and aid 


agencies to move around, it will also improve conditions for fighting. 


"Every indication has suggested this is a lull before the storm in so far as the 
fighting is concerned," says WFP's Mcdonagh, who expects the number of people 
requiring food aid to double if agencies can't get enough provisions across the 


frontline. 


The violence has already intensified through April and May, with both sides 


reporting causalities and accusing each other of shelling. 


A report this week appears to confirm statements from US officials that Russia has 
built up more troops on the border than at any time since October, and a NATO 
commander has warned that he believes the rebels are taking advantage of the 


ceasefire to prepare for a new offensive. 


Restrictions have been placed on residents crossing from rebel-held Luhansk to 
government-controlled territory. At least those who can still move between the 


warring sides of eastern Ukraine get some respite. Many others can't. 


While the summer may bring more fighting, the winter will almost certainly bring 
further misery. Analysts see no end to a cycle of conflict that could be frozen for 


years. 


For those trapped on Ukraine's frontline, like Anna Reshedko in Pervomaisk, there 


is little to no hope. 


"We don't know what will happen tomorrow and I don't even want to think about 


[it]... because the war is not over," she says. "I'm going to die because there's 


nobody to help." 





Restrictions have now been placed on people crossing from Luhansk into government- 
held areas 


Interested in more on aid delivery in Ukraine? Russian convoys and Ukrainian 
oligarchs are among the sources of the limited aid reaching the east. Stay tuned 
in the coming weeks for an IRIN/HPG Crisis Brief on local actors in the 


humanitarian response. 





Ukraine 


The Guardian September 10 2014 


Azov fighters are Ukraine's greatest weapon and may be 
its greatest threat 


The battalion's far-right volunteers' desire to bring the fight to 
Kiev' is a danger to post-conflict stability 


Shaun Walker in Mariupol 


"I have nothing against Russian nationalists, or a great Russia," said Dmitry, as we sped 
through the dark Mariupol night in a pickup truck, a machine gunner positioned in the 
back. "But Putin's not even a Russian. Putin's а Jew." 


Dmitry - which he said is not his real name ~ is a native of east Ukraine and a member 
of the Azov battalion, a volunteer grouping that has been doing much of the frontline 
fighting in Ukraine's war with pro-Russia separatists. The Azov, one of many volunteer 
brigades to fight alongside the Ukrainian army in the east of the country, has developed 
a reputation for fearlessness in battle. 


But there is an increasing worry that while the Azov and other volunteer battalions 
might be Ukraine's most potent and reliable force on the battlefield against the 
separatists, they also pose the most serious threat to the Ukrainian government, and 
perhaps even the state, when the conflict in the east is over. The Azov causes particular 
concern due to the far right, even neo-Nazi, leanings of many of its members. 


Dmitry claimed not to be a Nazi, but waxed lyrical about Adolf Hitler as a military 
leader, and believes the Holocaust never happened. Not everyone in the Azov battalion 
thinks like Dmitry, but after speaking with dozens of its fighters and embedding on 
several missions during the past week in and around the strategic port city of Mariupol, 
the Guardian found many of them to have disturbing political views, and almost all to 
be intent on "bringing the fight to Kiev" when the war in the east is over. 


The battalion's symbol is reminiscent of the Nazi Wolfsangel, though the battalion 
claims it is in fact meant to be the letters N and I crossed over each other, standing for 
"national idea". Many of its members have links with neo-Nazi groups, and even those 
who laughed off the idea that they are neo-Nazis did not give the most convincing 
denials. 


"Of course not, it's all made up, there are just a lot of people who are interested in 
Nordic mythology;' said one fighter when asked if there were neo-Nazis in the 
battalion. When asked what his own political views were, however, he said "national 
socialist". As for the swastika tattoos on at least one man seen at the Azov base, "the 
swastika has nothing to do with the Nazis, it was an ancient sun symbol," he claimed. 


The battalion has drawn far-right volunteers from abroad, such as Mikael Skillt, a 37- 
year-old Swede, trained as a sniper in the Swedish army, who described himself as an 
"ethnic nationalist" and fights on the front line with the battalion. 


Despite the presence of these elements, Russian propaganda that claims Kiev's "fascist 
junta" wants to cleanse east Ukraine of Russian speakers is overblown. The Azov are a 
minority among the Ukrainian forces, and even they, however unpleasant their views 
may be, are not anti-Russian; in fact the lingua franca ofthe battalion is Russian, and 
most have Russian as their first language. 


Indeed, much of what Azov members say about race and nationalism is strikingly 
similar to the views ofthe more radical Russian nationalists fighting with the separatist 
side. The battalion even has a Russian volunteer, a 30-year-old from St Petersburg who 
refused to give his name. He said he views many of the Russian rebel commanders 
positively, especially Igor Strelkov, a former FSB officer who has a passion for military 


re-enactments and appears to see himself as a tsarist officer. He "wants to resurrect a 
great Russia, said the volunteer; but Strelkov is "only a pawn in Putin's game;' he said, 
and he hoped that Russia would some time have a "nationalist, violent Maidan" of its 
own. 


On one afternoon earlier this week the Guardian travelled with a group of Azov fighters 
to hand over several boxes of bullets to Ukrainian border guards. During an artillery 
attack outside Mariupol in the days before, the border guards had come to the rescue of 
a group of Azov fighters, and the bullets were their way of saying thank you. 
"Everything in this war is based on personal links; Kiev does nothing," explained the 
Azov's Russian volunteer, as we sped towards a checkpoint in a civilian Chevrolet; the 
boot full with the boxes of bullets and rocket-propelled grenade launchers; one of the 
windows shot out by gunfire during a recent battle. 


"This is how it works. You go to some hot spot, they see you'rereally brave, you 
exchange phone numbers, and next time you can call in a favour. If you need an 
artillery strike you can call a general and it will take three hours and you'll be dead. Or 
you can call the captain or major commanding the artillery battalion and they will help 
you out straight away. We are Azov and they know that if they ever needed it, we 
would be there for them." 


For the commanders and the generals in Kiev, who many in Azov and other volunteer 
battalions see as responsible for the awful losses the Ukrainian army has suffered in 
recent weeks, especially in the ill-fated retreat from Ilovaysk, there was only contempt. 
"Generals like those in charge of Ilovaysk should be imprisoned for treason," said Skillt. 
"Heads are going to roll for sure, I think there will be a battle for power." 


The Ukrainian armed forces are "an army of lions led by a sheep", said Dmitry, and 
there is only so long that dynamic can continue. With so many armed, battle-hardened 
and angry young men coming back from the front, there is a danger that the rolling of 
heads could be more than a metaphor. Dmitry said he believes that Ukraine needs "a 
strong dictator to come to power who could shed plenty of blood but unite the nation 
in the process". 


Many in the Azov battalion with whom the Guardian spoke shared this view, which is a 
long way from the drive for European ideals and democracy that drove the protests in 
Kiev at the beginning. The Russian volunteer fighting with the Azov said he believes 
Ukraine needs "a junta that will restrict civil rights for a while but help bring order and 
unite the country". This disciplinarian streak was visible in the battalion. Drinking is 
strictly forbidden. "One time there was a guy who got drunk, but the commander beat 


him in his face and legs until he could not move; then he was kicked out," recalled one 
fighter proudly. 


Other volunteer battalions have also come under the spotlight. This week, Amnesty 
International called on the Ukrainian government to investigate rights abuses and 
possible executions by the Aidar, another battalion. 


"The failure to stop abuses and possible war crimes by volunteer battalions risks 
significantly aggravating tensions in the east ofthe country and undermining the 
proclaimed intentions of the new Ukrainian authorities to strengthen and uphold the 
rule of law more broadly," said Salil Shetty, Amnesty International secretary general, in 
Kiev. 


Fighters from the battalion told the Guardian last month they expected a "new 
revolution" in Ukraine that would bring a more decisive military leader to power, in 
sentiments similar to those of many Azov fighters. 


Despite the desire of many in the Azov to bring violence to Kiev when the war in the 
east is over, the battalion receives funding and assistance from the governor of Donetsk 
region, the oligarch Serhiy Taruta. An aide to Taruta, Alex Kovzhun, said the political 
views of individual members of Azov were not an issue, and denied that the battalion's 
symbol had Nazi undertones. 


"The views of some of them is their own affair as long as they do not break the law," 
said Kovzhun in written answers to questions. "And the symbol is not Nazi. Trust me - 
some of my family died in concentration camps, so I have a well-developed nose for 
Nazi shit." 


As well as their frontline duties, the Azov battalion also functions as "a kind of police 
unit", said a platoon commander who goes by the nom de guerre Kirt. A medieval 
history buff who takes part in Viking battle reenactments and once ran a tour firm in 
Thailand, Kirt returned to east Ukraine to join the Azov. He took the Guardian on an 
overnight patrol through the outskirts of Mariupol and the villages around the front 
line. 


Part separatist hunters, part city cops with no rules to restrain them, they travelled in a 
convoy of three vehicles, all heavily armed. As midnight approached we set off across 
the bumpy tarmac roads to the outskirts of Mariupol, and soon came across a parked 
car by the side of the road that the men found suspicious. 


Fighters dashed from the front two cars and rushed at the vehicle pointing their guns 
at it. A startled man got out of the passenger seat, then a sheepish looking woman in a 
cocktail dress and holding a half-smoked cigarette emerged, smoothing her hair. The 
Azov fighters apologised, but only after demanding documents and thoroughly 
searching the car. 


As we edged closer to the front line, Kirt and the others scanned the skyline with 
binoculars, on the lookout for snipers and separatists. Later, fighters sprinted towards 
a suspicious jeep parked on the beach while the sea was scanned for hostile support 
vessels, but it turned out that again the men had stumbled upon people just trying to 
have a good time: a group of women drinking sparkling wine out of plastic cups on the 
beachfront. 


The Azov have been partially brought into the military and officially function as a 
special police unit. There are discussions that Azov and other battalions could be 
integrated into the army or special forces when the conflict is over. 


Some of them, however, are hoping Ukraine will look very different in the not-so- 
distant future. And while they may be a tiny minority when it comes to Ukraine as a 
whole, they have alot of weapons. 


President Petro Poroshenko will be killed in a matter of months, Dmitry said, and a 
dictator will come to power. 


"What are the police going to do? They could not do anything against the peaceful 
protesters on Maidan; they are hardly going to withstand armed fighting units." 


Survivors' Stories — Investigative Committee of Russia 
"IT'S VERY HARD TO COME INTO THIS YARD": A DRONE KILLS A FOUR YEAR OLD DURING 
THE SHELLING OF THE DONETSK REGION 


On April 3, 2021, the Armed Forces of Ukraine (AFU) violated the armistice and opened fire on the outskirts of 
the Donetsk Region. They shelled residential areas with heavy weapons and drones. 


One drone dropped an explosive device into the yard of a house in the village of Alexandrovskoye, killing a 4- 
year-old boy and injuring his 66-year-old grandmother. Vladik Dmitriyev was playing in the yard at about 3 pm 
when, according to the DPR People's Militia, the AFU launched an attack. 


Vladik's grandmother Natalya Terentyeva was with her grandson in the yard during the explosion. He died 
before her eyes while she received fragment wounds. 


Ms. Terentyeva recalls the horrible scene she saw after the explosion: the blast wave tore off the child's limbs. 
"| don't remember anything else, only that. You have to experience it to understand it. It is very hard to come 
into this yard knowing that your grandson died there". 


Viadik was buried on April 5 Dozens of people from nearby houses came to his funeral. On April 3, 
representatives of the Joint Centre for Control and Coordination of the Ceasefire and Stabilisation of the 
Delimitation Line announced that the AFU had intensified the shelling of the Donetsk region. This was the 
second civilian death from AFU shelling in a few weeks, at that time. 





Nationalists, Jews and the Ukrainian Crisis: Some 
Historical Perspective 


The Occidental Observer march в 2014 


Andrew Joyce, Ph.D. 


Recent days have seen several comments touching on the allegedly fascist or anti- 
semitic leanings of Ukrainian nationalists involved in the revolution. Most recently, 
Vladimir Putin has stated that the revolutionaries are a band of "fascists" and "reactionary 
anti-Semitic forces" that have gone “оп a rampage.” Commentators remain divided on 
whether Putin truly believes Ukraine to be on the cusp of a fascist takeover, or whether 
this is simply an excuse for Russian military intervention in Crimea. Nonetheless, despite 
the ambiguous nature of the nationalist coalition, Abraham Foxman, still lingering at ADL 
headquarters and still apoplectic at any sign of nationalism among Whites, recently took 
to the pages of the Huffington Post to assert that "the Ukrainian Jewish community is 
nervous," and urged the new government to "reassure" Ukrainian Jews. 





Foxman and many news outlets have singled out the Svoboda party, and other groups 
and individuals within the loose alliance of nationalists, as being particularly concerning. 
Since many of these individuals and groups (as well as their attitudes towards Jews, 
multiculturalism, and the West) are likely to be unfamiliar to Western readers, what | hope 
to achieve in this article is to provide an historical overview and some analysis of the 
trends in Ukrainian nationalism. It is hoped that this might aid the development of a 
clearer understanding of events in Ukraine from a Westem White Nationalist perspective. 


Ukrainian nationalism has always had to struggle for free expression. Ukrainian lands 
have been the subject of incursions from Poles, Turks, Cossacks and Russians since at 
least the seventeenth-century, and in the eighteen-century these lands were divided 
between the Russian Empire and Austria. Even today, scholars Andres Umland and 
Anton Shekhovtsov have noted that "present day Western Ukraine belongs to the Central 
rather than to the East European context, and in some ways resembles the Baltic 
countries more closely than it does other former Soviet republics."[1] 


During the mid- 1700s Ukrainian society, still overwhelmingly rural, witnessed several 
serious outbreaks of inter-ethnic violence, with most actions targeting Jews and Poles 
who were seen as exploitative, foreign elites. Ukrainian nationalism only began to find its 
voice, following modernization and industrialization, in the mid-nineteenth-century, 
beginning with the writings of intellectuals like the poet Taras Shevchenko (1814—186 1) 
and the political theorist Mykhailo Drahomanov (1841-1895). Even at this early stage, the 
centre of the nationalist movement was in Western Ukraine, in Austrian Galicia. 


Because of the division of Ukraine, Ukrainians entered World War | on both sides. Those 
in Austrian Galicia fought for the Austro-Hungarian Empire under the banner of the 
Central Powers, while those under Russian control fought for the Imperial Russian Army 
under the Triple Entente. As the war came to an end, several empires collapsed, among 
them both the Russian and Austrian Empires. Amidst the chaos of the Bolshevik 


Revolution т 1917, a Ukrainian national movement for self-determination emerged. The 
scene of almost unceasing violent conflict between 1917 and 1920, several distinct 
Ukrainian states were formed from varying portions of the Ukrainian lands, with equally 
varying levels of allegiance to Bolshevism, ending only in 1921 with the absorption of 
most of Ukraine by the Soviet Union, and the remainder by Poland and Romania. 


From the very beginning of the Bolshevik incursion into Ukraine, an ethnic dimension in 
the struggle for control of Ukrainian lands was apparent. Writing іп the ига! of 
Nationalism and Ethnicity, Marco Carynnyk points out that by 1920 Ukraine had "perhaps 
the largest Jewish population in the world."[2] The influence of Jews in Ukrainian lands, 
hitherto restricted to the monopolization of numerous trades, was given an enormous 
boost by the invasion of the Red Army, which was directed in many instances by Russian- 
Jewish commissars. Scholar Sergei Pavliuchenkov has asserted that "any serious 
analysis of the history of communism and in particular of the Russian revolution 
unavoidably raises the so-called Jewish Question."[3] Pavliuchenkov points out that one 
of the earliest factors in the development of an explicitly ethnic dimension to Ukrainian 
nationalism was anti-Bolshevism and "the participation by representatives of the Jewish 
population in the establishment of Soviet power in the beginning of 1919 and its 
contradictions with the overwhelming majority of the region's indigenous inhabitants."[4] 


In fact, communism in Ukraine was utterly dominated by Jews. Pavliuchenkov states that 
by the beginning of 1919, "the Soviet and Party organs created [in Western Ukraine] were 
wholly staffed by Jews.”[5] A report written by an official from the Food Department of the 
Moscow Soviet, following a visit to Ukraine in early 1919, recounted that "since everyone 
feels certain that all power is in the hands of the Jews, anti-Semitism is becoming even 
stronger amongst the population. Throughout the whole population the only thing one 
hears is that they ‘won't bow to yid power.” [6] 


According to the author of the report, Ukrainian and Russian Jews, working in tandem, 
were acting ruthlessly as “speculators in food supply,” and had ensured that “virtually all 
surviving private trade is in their hands.” The report concluding by remarking that Jews 
“enjoy considerable protection from the authorities and this enables them to play a 
dominating role in food supply operations, in the purchase and dispatch of goods, in 
raising prices and generally in the food question. And since the food question in the 
Ukraine is becoming ever more acute by the day and prices are being inflated, it is 
understandable that all hatred for the crisis falls on those ill-fated Jews."[7] 


A wave of violence against Jews broke out across Ukraine in May 1919. Similar to some 
of my remarks on the nineteenth-century “pogroms”, Pavliuchenkov noted that historians 
have tended to focus on the violence itself rather than attempting to place it in some kind 
of context or subject it to deeper analysis — which would inevitably bring a Jewish role to 
light. Pavliuchenkov states that "as a rule...the literature about them simply notes the fact 
of these pogroms without going into the reasons why they оссиггед."[8] 


Undeterred, and undistracted, by mainstream historical accounts of anti-Jewish violence 
being provoked by some kind of irrational cultural "disease," Pavliuchenkov consulted 
Soviet censorship archives and analyzed hundreds of contemporary letters from ordinary 


Ukrainians expressing their dissatisfaction with Soviet rule. The results were 
overwhelming in their consistency, with one letter explaining that "Soviet power is being 
criticized for the fact that its representatives are in most cases Jews,” and another 
complaining that "everybody has been reduced to poverty except the Jews; they're better 
dressed than us, they eat a hundred times better than us."[9] 


As the riots and insurgencies against Jewish Bolshevism gained pace and intensity, 
thousands of Jewish commissars fled to Moscow by any available means. Moscow 
responded to the crisis by drawing up proposals intended to improve Soviet standing in 
Ukraine by defusing the ethnic element to anti-Bolshevism in the country. This was to be 
done by removing Jews from influential commissar positions in Ukraine and replacing 
them with Russians, and also by conscripting Jewish communists into the Red Army as 
simple soldiers "because up to now there haven't been any Jewish communist rank-and- 
file soldiers in the Red Army.'[10] 


These proposals were seen as important because the Russian Soviets were preparing for 
a second invasion attempt at the end of 1919, having been defeated by Ukrainian 
nationalists under Symon Petliura in the spring of that year. Indicative of the extent of 
Jewish power in the Moscow Soviet, these decisions to reduce the Jewish presence were 
"not fully implemented," and Pavliuchenkov was able to discover that in the list of leading 
commissars and Soviet officials drawn up to accompany the second invasion (December, 
1919-January, 1920), “30 out of 47 people were clearly of Jewish nationality."[11] 


The problem remained sufficiently endemic for Lenin to be personally handed a note 
during the Communist Party conference in Warsaw in September 1920, complaining that 
"the filling of Party and Soviet organizations with workers of Jewish extraction" in Ukraine 
was causing "extreme dissatisfaction" among the Ukrainian peasantry.[12] By 1921, 
Ukrainian communism was itself fractured along ethnic lines as Ukrainian communists 
bristled against the realization that Bolshevism in the country was dominated by Jews. 
The result, argues Pavliuchenkov was "sharp warfare at all levels of the party-state 
apparatus" as Ukrainians fought to take back control from Jewish commissars.[13] 


As Jews and communist Ukrainians wrestled for control, outside the Bolshevik halls of 
power Ukrainian nationalists were fragmented into half a dozen groupings and were 
relatively ineffectual. By the mid- 1920s, they began to loosely affiliate with one another, 
and were able to form stronger bonds following the assassination of Symon Petliura (who 
had led the defeat of the first Soviet invasion) in Paris in 1926. 


Petliura had been assassinated by Sholom Schwartzbard, a Russian Jew and habitual 
criminal. Schwartzbard, who now has several streets in Israel named after him, claimed 
that Petliura had led “pogroms” in Ukraine, during which several of his family members 
had been killed. Two emergent Ukrainian nationalist joumals, Surma and Rozbudova 
natsii, helped unify the cause by defending Petliura and condemning the fact that "all of 
Israel" had leaped to defend Schwartzbard. One account in Surma stated that at 
Schwartzbard's trial "there came to the surface not only the shared Jewish blood, which 
tells every Jew to defend his co-religionist ... but also the Jewish ethic that orders Jews to 
use any means to obtain their ends."[14] 


Another Surma article pointed out that "Jewish behavior toward the Ukrainian population" 
had "engendered the hatred of the Ukrainian population for the Jews," and added that 
"instead of engaging in theatrical poses and shedding tears, the Jews and the defenders 
and supporters of Schwartzbard should have beaten themselves on the chest and 
accepted part of the responsibility for the pogroms."[15] 


Such appeals to reason, of course, went unheeded, and an unrepentant Schwartzbard 
was acquitted and remains the object of Jewish hero-worship until this very day. 


The incident proved to be a galvanizing force for Ukrainian nationalism. By the late 1920s 
it was clear that they were facing overwhelming odds and would have to join forces. In 
January 1929, the groups united as the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) 
under Colonel levhen Konovalets, and concentrated their activities in Western Ukraine. 
The OUN, which engaged in acts of terrorism and violence as well as disseminating 
nationalist ideology, described itself as “an integral nationalist movement that set itself the 
goal of driving Polish landowners and officials out of eastem Galicia and Volhynia, joining 
hands with Ukrainians in other countries, and establishing an independent state."[16] 


In preparation for the first OUN congress, Konovalets wrote that the new nationalist 
government would "coordinate the cultural process with the spiritual nature of the 
Ukrainian people and its historical traditions, and eradicate the evil consequences of 
foreign enslavement in the fields of culture and the national psyche. ... In addition to a 
number of external enemies Ukraine also has an internal enemy ... Jewry and its 
negative consequences for our liberation cause can be liquidated only by an organized 
collective effort."[17] Shortly after the first OUN conference, a leading OUN ideologist 
wrote that the harm wrought by Jews upon Ukraine was so extensive that "there was no 
need to list all the injuries that Jews caused Ukrainians."[18] 


The pages of Rozbudova natsii played host to much comment on the role of Jews in 
Soviet Ukraine. One nationalist journalist, Makar Kushnir, wrote that "the dictatorship of 
the proletariat in Soviet Ukraine is putting power in the hands of a Russian and Jewish 
minority and preventing the Ukrainian majority from defending its economic and cultural 
interests."[19] At the OUN congress, Kushnir had argued that "Russians and Jews had 
taken over the economy and the masses considered the government to be alien."[20] 


OUN member and editor of both Surma and Rozbudova natsii in the late 1920s and early 
1930s, Volodymyr Martynets published a special article in 1938 on "The Jewish Problem 
in Ukraine," which was later circulated as a separate reprint by the OUN. In it, Martynets 
wrote that “our Jews are from a political perspective a hostile element, from a socio- 
economic perspective parasitic, from a cultural and national perspective harmful, from a 
moral and ideological perspective corruptive ... and from a racial perspective unsuitable 
for mixing and assimilation."[2 1] 


Although never a member of the OUN, Dmytro Dontsov was considered by many 
Ukrainian nationalists as "their spiritual father." Initially a socialist, Dontsov came to 
believe that democracy, humanism, and socialism had all been compromised, and that 


the only answer "was a sharp turn to the right."[22] After Schwartzbard's assassination of 
Petliura, Dontsov wrote that “we have to and we will fight against the aspiration of Jewry 
to play the inappropriate role of lords in Ukraine."[23] 


For a number of reasons, 1939 proved to be a significant year in the history of Ukrainian 
nationalism. That year the OUN held its Second Great Congress in Rome, and elected to 
replace Konovalets with Andrii Mel'nyk, upon whom was bestowed the title "Vozhd" or 
"Leader." That same year however, a young Ukrainian nationalist named Stepan Bandera 
(who is the subject of much discussion in current news coverage), was released from a 
Polish prison following the German occupation of Western Poland. Bandera refused to 
accept Mel'nyk as leader and formed him own nationalist organization under the same 
name but known commonly as OUN (B) or OUN-Bandera. The two factions subsequently 
fought each other bitterly and violently until in August 1940 Bandera wrote to Mel'nyk 
offering a truce and to accept his role as leader on one condition — that he take action on 
the fact that a number of leaders in the OUN had Jewish wives, if not suspected Jewish 
origins themselves.[24] 


Bandera's approach was unsuccessful. In April 1941 OUN (B) held a congress in Krakow 
at which a resolution was passed stating that "the Jews in the USSR constitute the most 
dedicated support for the ruling Bolshevik regime and the vanguard of Russian 
imperialism in Ukraine. ... The Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists combats Jews as 
supporters of the Russian Bolshevik regime."[25] 


Carried away with the prospect of German support following Germany's surprise attack 
on the Soviet Union, OUN (B) leaders issued proclamations of a new independent 
Ukrainian state on June 30" 1941. Unimpressed, given their wish to reduce Ukrainians to 
the status of serfs, German authorities began arresting OUN leaders and started cracking 
down on the OUN more generally. 


Hunted and executed if caught by both Soviets and Germans, the Third Great Congress 
of OUN-Bandera was held in August 1943 on an isolated stretch of fields in the northern 
stretches of the Ternopil region. The meeting revolved around the defeat of German 
forces at Stalingrad. In a fit of warped logic, the 25 members present concluded that 
Britain and America would soon declare war on the Soviet Union, with or without 
Germany by their side. Believing, somewhat bizarrely, that Jews in Washington and 
London would be crucial in bringing about the alliance against the Soviet Union, these 
leaders of OUN-Bandera decided to appease their would-be comrades by changing its 
policy on national minorities and stressing the "equality of all citizens."[26] 


Two months later OUN-Bandera leaders began drawing up lists and accounts absolving 
Ukrainians of having participated in any anti-Jewish/anti-commissar actions. In 1944, with 
the Red Army now firmly in control of Western Ukraine, regional OUN-Bandera leaders 
issued orders that "no actions against Jews are to be carried out."[27] Despite its new 
"Jew-friendly" policy, OUN-Bandera was emphatically proscribed by Soviet authorities. 
The majority of those in the OUN, or its later incarnation, the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, 
were forced to live abroad. In Soviet Ukraine itself, all attempts to revive right-wing 
thought, even on the smallest levels, were suppressed by the police and the KGB.[28] 


Ukrainian nationalism was then essentially absent from the country until perestroika. In 
1990, the first ultra-right groups in decades began appearing. In 1990 the Ukrainian 
National Assembly was established in Lviv, and began conducting torchlight processions 
through the city the following year. Despite attracting media attention for its clashes with 
left-wingers, pro-Russian forces, and the police, there was little electoral success. 
Another nationalist group to emerge in the 1990s was the Congress of Ukrainian 
Nationalists (CUN). More than any other nationalist grouping, CUN could claim to be the 
direct heir to OUN-Bandera, given that it was composed of several former OUN exiles. 
Unlike the Ukrainian National Assembly, CUN had some success in the 1997 pre-term 
elections, and CUN leader lanoslava Stets'ko became a deputy in the Ukrainian 
parliament. The CUN later aligned itself with Viktor Yuschenko's 'Our Ukraine' bloc, in 
return for getting three deputies into parliament in 2002 and 2006, but afterwards fell into 
disarray and abandoned elections altogether. 


The third significant nationalist party of the 1990s was the Social-National Party of 
Ukraine (SNPU). With no obvious links to OUN-Bandera at all, the SNPU had been 
formed by a significantly younger cadre than the CUN. It was established in 1991 by 
laraslav Adrushkiv, Andrii Parubi, and Oleh Tiahnybok, who until 1994 was also chairman 
of the Lviv Student Fratemity. Initially based on the public organization of veterans of the 
Soviet war in Afghanistan, the group soon adopted black uniforms and formed "people's 
detachments" which protested outside parliament. In 2004, the SNPU changed its name 
and image, now calling itself All-Ukrainian Union — Svoboda. 


Itis Svoboda which is currently the subject of the greatest amount of hysterical press 
attention. Although it failed to achieve an immediate union of right-wing conservative 
parties in 2005, by 2009 the part was demonstrating an "as yet insignificant but stable 
growth in popularity."[29] In keeping with the history of Ukrainian nationalism, Svoboda is 
a Westem Ukrainian entity, and its successes are disproportionately located there. 
Scholars Andres Umland and Anton Shekhovtsov have pointed out that levels of 
ethnocentrism are higher in Western Ukraine, and that “xenophobic ideas are strongest 
amongst pro-Western Western Ukrainians and the younger generation of Ukrainians as a 
whole."[30] Writing in September 2013, Umland and Shekhovtsov pointed out that 
improvements in the Ukrainian economy have begun to attract non-traditional, non-White 
migrants from China, Vietnam, Pakistan and Afghanistan, adding that "it is easy to guess 
that the rapidly rising Svoboda will probably gain most from this situation. [31] Svoboda 
has a strong conception of Ukraine as a nation founded on ethnicity, and in the last 
elections took 10% of the vote. For this crime alone, last year the World Jewish Congress 
called on the EU to ban the party along with Greece's Golden Dawn. 


Despite Foxman's cringe-worthy bleatings about Svoboda and the legacy of Stepan 
Bandera, the position of Jews in Ukraine is probably very secure, despite what could be 
considered reasonable grounds for anti-Jewish attitudes among the Ukrainian population. 
In addition to the rich historical context outlined in this article, Betsy Gidwitz, at the 
Jerusalem Centre for Public Affairs, points out the "disproportionately large role of 
Jewish oligarchs in Russian and Ukrainian economies,” that “several Jews and half-Jews 
were prominent figures in the bank collapse and subsequent economic crises of the late 


19905," and that Ukraine's richest man is the Jew Viktor Pinchuk who “was denounced 
by many of his compatriots as a robber baron who used his personal connections to snap 
up some of the most valuable assets in Ukraine for a song during the post-Soviet 
privatization wave while millions of his countrymen struggled to make ends meet." 


At the time of writing, interesting developments are taking place in Ukraine. Andrii Parubi, 
one of the three founding members of Svoboda, has been made head of national security 
in the new govemment. Another Svoboda member now controls the ministry for 
agriculture. Svoboda member Oleksandr Sych has been made deputy Prime Minister. 

In total, there are now seven ministers in the Ukrainian govemment who can be deemed 


racially aware nationalists. 
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Mikola, “Lemko” and Severin, three foreign volunteers fighting with the Azov Battalion. 
Photograph: Daniel McLaughlin 


sitting in the shade of a broad pine tree and a pink-and-orange umbrella, two Swedes 
and a Canadian explain why they are ready to kill, and be killed, for the future of a free 
Ukraine. 


They are members of the Azov Battalion, one of several units of volunteers fighting 
alongside Ukraine's military and national guard against separatist rebels — allegedly 
backed by Moscow — who want the country's eastern regions to join Russia. 





The battalion is based by the Sea of Azov in southern Donetsk province, in a beachside 
complex formerly used as a holiday home by the family of Viktor Yanukovich, who was 
ousted as Ukraine's president in February. 


The unit was formed by the Social National Assembly, a Ukrainian nationalist group 
described by critics as violently racist, and its emblem includes variations on the "black 
sun” and “wolf's hook" symbols long associated with Nazism. 


There are also growing fears in Ukraine that Azov and other far-right militias could 
ultimately turn on its new rulers, whom they see not as representatives of the revolution 
but of a venal oligarchy that has dominated the country for decades. 


Russia's annexation of Crimea and covert support for rebels in Donetsk and Luhansk 
regions has fuelled radicalism in a Ukraine already reeling from the revolution, and stoked 
national passions in a country that feels attacked by its huge neighbour and largely 
abandoned by its supposed allies in the West. 


Azov now plans to expand its ranks from 300 to 500 men, and a French supporter called 
Gaston Besson — who fought for Croatian independence in the 1990s — is forming a 
brigade of foreigners willing to take up arms for Ukraine's freedom and territory. 


"Volunteers have come from Russia, France, Italy, Belarus, Canada, Sweden, Slovenia — 
many countries," said Oleg Odnorozhenko, a self-proclaimed ideologue of the Social 
National Assembly. 


“We have had about two dozen foreigners so far. Lots more want to come but we select 
those with relevant experience," he added, noting that a Georgian special forces trainer 
was working "semi-officially" with Azov. 


The shouts of children on the beach drifted through Yanukovich's old compound on a 
warm sea breeze, as three of Azov's foreign contingent discussed why they were here, 
far from home, and ready to spill and shed blood for Ukraine. 


"| was sick of the television pictures from CNN and Russia Today, so | decided to come to 
Ukraine and see for myself. | found a great people, who desire freedom, being used in a 
tug-of-war," said Severin (28) from Gothenburg in Sweden. 


“| would love to solve Ukraine's problems with political discussions. But that's impossible 
now," he added. 


"| am in favour of a free European people. And | am here to help these European people 
live in freedom." 


Severin calls himself a national socialist, but rejects the connotations that he says come 
with the term “neo-Nazi”. He wanted to serve in the Swedish army "to protect my land and 
people" but was rejected due to his political beliefs. 


Like the two men alongside him, Mikola from Stockholm and a man from Canada who 
uses the nickname “Lemko”, Severin is against immigration, multiculturalism, 
globalisation and the rampant capitalism and liberalism he sees ruining the modem world. 


The three men share a faith in the strength of ethnically pure nations, living according to 
their traditions. 


Lemko, who hails from Canadas large Ukrainian diaspora, said he believed in a "Ukraine 
for the Ukrainian people" and saw the western social model as just as great a threat to 
the country's future as the antipathy of the Kremlin. "I lived in western Europe for 11 


years, so | know,” said Lemko, who is п his 30s. "Ukraine has two enemies — Russia and 
the EU." 


Disillusioned by a western world that they regard as feckless, decadent and enslaved by 
high finance, the men saw an inspiring sense of purpose, patriotism and self-sacrifice in 
the tent camp on Kiev's Independence Square, where the revolution played out last 
winter. 


First combat 





"On the way there, | thought this would be a special day. But it was harsh, and after 
experiencing that no one would say war was beautiful. Mortars went off close by and two 
of my comrades were injured. But | was proud to serve." 


Lemko has no plans to return to Canada and Severin says he could be here for "two 
months or years", while Mikola hopes to return to Sweden in the near future to continue 
his psychology studies. 


"I'm here to deal with the separatists,” Mikola said. “After that, lets see.” 


The foreigners, like the local members of Azov, are derisive of Ukraine's billionaire 
president, Petro Poroshenko, the pro-EU government in Kiev and western states that 
have been deeply reluctant to take a tough stand against Russia. 


"A split is a definite possibility," Lemko said of fears that the various units fighting the 
rebels today will one day clash over political differences, and over who exactly controls 
these increasingly large and well-armed paramilitary battalions. 


What is clear is that Azov's extreme nationalism does not have widespread support in 
Ukraine: three far-right candidates mustered barely 10 per cent of votes between them in 
May's presidential election, even during a deep national crisis. 


Desire to defend 





Sergei Taruta 
"These aren't the kind of guys | hang out with on the weekend but, at the moment, they 
are the kind of guys we need because they are willing to fight,” he said. 


Inside their seaside base, Kalashnikovs on their laps, three of Azov's foreigners said they 
were ready for anything. 


"How much talking can you do?" said Lemko. 


"Whatever it takes — there's no turning back now." 


Survivors' Stories — Investigative Committee of Russia 
"THERE WAS A LOUD EXPLOSION AND THE LINE WENT DEAD" — ANZHELA 
BAGDASARYAN WAS KILLED AFTER STANDING IN LINE TO RECEIVE HUMANITARIAN AID 
IN DONETSK 


On January 30, 2015, Ukrainian government troops shelled several areas of Donetsk, bringing tragedy to the 
city's Kuybyshevsky District, where dozens of civilians were standing in line to receive humanitarian aid. 
Several people were killed, including one child. 


Early that morning, Anzhela Bagdasaryan, a 42-year-old Donetsk resident, had gone to the community center 
where a private charity was distributing the aid. At noon she called her father to say she was still waiting in 
line. About 30 minutes later, the sound of exploding shells echoed in the streets, as the city was rocked by an 
artillery attack. 


"| dialled my daughter's number again to make sure she was okay. | heard aloud explosion and Anzhela was 
screaming. After that the line went dead. | tried to call her again and again, but she didn't answer," recalls 
Anzhela's father, Vartan Bagdasaryan. 


After a few more futile attempts to reach his daughter by phone, he went to the community centre himself. As 
he approached the building, he saw alot of ambulances. The area was surrounded by troops and police, and 
there were a lot of dead bodies strewn on the ground. "I started looking for Anzhela and hoped to the last that 
she was still alive," says Vartan. 


He found his daughter's dead body lying right at the entrance to the hotel. Anzhela had obviously not made it 
to the shelter. A shell fragment had struck her in the head, killing the young woman instantly. 





Everyday life т the Donetsk People's Republic py Eva Bartlett 


Under Fire from Ukraine and Misperceived by the West, The People 
of the DPR Share Their Stories MintPress News Ober 48, 2010 


On September 2, | left the southern Russian city of Rostov-on-Don via minibus heading 
northwest to the border of the Donetsk People's Republic (DPR) and on into Donetsk. For 
my first few days there, | rented an inexpensive apartment in the heart of the city. Walking on 
a long tree-lined and cafe-filled pedestrian walkway, life seemed normal. But | would soon 
find that for the people living in Donetsk, it is anything but. 


| passed a cafe where a former DPR leader and military commander, Alexander 
Zakharchenko, was assassinated by a remotely detonated bomb in August 2018. He was 
beloved, and as | stood there, two women stopped to pay respects and pray. 


Days later, at a transit hub in Donetsk, | met with Alexey Karpushev, a resident of the 
northern city of Gorlovka, an area hard-hit by Ukrainian bombing, and whose outskirts 
continue to be shelled near-daily. 


A long line of mostly students extended around the corner waiting for the next available 
minibus to Gorlovka. After an hour of waiting, the minibus arrived and we boarded for the 
bumpy ride north. 


Alexey deposited me at a hotel, a rambling Soviet-era structure just off a pedestrian area 
that during the evenings becomes crowded with families, lovers and friends strolling, and 
children bicycling. 


In the morning he took me to a central park where a chess tournament was taking place. For 
the next five hours, fourteen adults and eight children played chess. A hundred meters away, 
an old but functioning children's park with small amusement rides attracts more kids as the 
moming morphs into the afternoon. 


In the tranquility and normalcy, it was hard to believe that Gorvloka's central areas were 
terrorized by Ukrainian-fired bombs just a few years prior. “Summer 2016 was last time city 
center was bombed," Alexey would tell me later. "We still hear the shelling, but it's on the 
outskirts. People are sniped there, too." 


Gorlovka was hardest hit in 2014, especially on July 27, when the center was rocked by 
Ukrainian-fired Grad and Uragan missiles from morning to evening. After the dust settled and 
the critically-injured had succumbed to their wounds, at least 30 were dead, including five 
children, Alexey tells me. The day came to be known as Bloody Sunday. 


Alexsey and | walked around the city, where he showed me the Bloody Sunday sites. We 
passed a busy bus stop on a busy street where residents were amassed waiting for their 
buses. This bus stop was one of the Bloody Sunday sites. As Alexey told me: 


The largest number of victims happened near this bus stop. There were mainly 
babushkas (grandmothers) here, selling flowers and vegetables. They came under 
Grad strikes and they died." 


Hero Square, not far away, also came under fire: "There was mainly youth there, students. 
Several people died from the blasts, including the Madonna of Gorlovka', Kristina Zhuk, with 
her infant daughter Kira." A mural just near the main city square depicts Kristina and Kira on 
Bloody Sunday, rising above the plumes of smoke and the bloodbath. 





A mural near the city square depicts the Madonna of Gorlovka. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


Not far from the bus stop, a monument commemorates the Gorlovka victims of Ukrainian 
bombings and sniping from 2014-2017. Near a sculpture of an angel, over 230 names fill the 
marble slabs, the first dedicated solely to children, 20 of them. 


We walked on to Hero Square, the tree-filled park where Kristina and Kira were killed. In its 
center is a monument to those who died fighting in WW2. 


As we stood near a tank installed "in honor of militiamen who died defending Gorlovka 
against Ukrainian troops from 2014 up to this very day," we both remark on the irony: the 
park contains a monument to those who died fighting against Nazis in WW2, and a memorial 
to those killed by Ukrainian neo-Nazis from 2014 and on. 


The following day, we visited the Soviet Army Square in central Gorlovka, where a ceremony 
was taking place marking the 76th anniversary of the liberation of Donbass from Nazis on 
September 8, 1943. While they commemorate the victory of decades ago, they have the 
memories of bombings by the Ukrainian forces in recent years. The outskirts of Gorlovka and 
surrounding areas continue to be shelled by Ukrainian forces. 


The Mayor of Gorlovka agreed to meet with me. He told me he does his best to keep people 
informed, via his Telegram channel, with daily updates (in Russian) on Ukrainian bombings 
and violations of the ceasefire agreement (the latest having come into effect on July 21). 
After our meeting, he opened a second Telegram channel in English. 


Censored Ukrainian war crimes 


| received permission to enter some of the areas targeted by Ukraine and did so on 
September 12. 


Just a few days prior, the Donetsk News Agency, citing a report from the DPR Office at the 
Joint Centre for Control and Coordination, reported: 


In the period from September 2 to September 8, 86 ceasefire violations by Ukrainian 
armed formations were recorded. Overall, 918 rounds of ammunition were fired (8.5 
tons or 99 boxes)... 


[T]he enemy fired at the DPR 40 152mm artillery rounds and more than 260 120mm 
and 82mm mortar rounds. Two civilians were wounded and 23 houses and 
infrastructure facilities were damaged in the shelling." 






- — Destroyed Ukraine military 


$3 vehicle on the outskirts of 





А Ukrainian-fired 82mm mortar shell connected to an RPG engine. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


| was met in Gorlovka by Dmitry Astrakhan, a press officer in the DPR People's Militia, who 
is fluent in English. He tells me we will go to a former mining area just northwest of the city, a 
village known as Mine 6-7, and also to Zaitsevo, a front-line village north of Gorlovka that 
has been hard hit by Ukrainian shelling. 


As we drive, he advises me: 


When you hear the whistle of a mortar, drop down immediately — to avoid the spray of 
shrapnel. Also, don't go off the road: most areas haven't been checked for unexploded 
ordnance. 


Ukraine uses drones to drop explosive devices: its impossible to tell which drones are 
carrying out reconnaissance and which are armed with bombs. If someone yells 'air 
attack,’ you need to run to find a shelter with a roof. When you hear the ‘outgoing’ call 
from the spotter, you have 10 to 15 seconds to run to a shelter." 


He explained the range of some of the heavy artillery Ukraine uses: 


The 152 mm has а 25 km range. The Uragan multi-rocket launcher has а 30-40 km 
range. The Tochka heavy rocket/missile has a 100 km range. They stopped using the 
heavy artillery 152 mm for a while, but a week ago they destroyed many houses in 
three villages in the south of the DPR. They were 12 km from the front-line. It was 
around 5 a.m.; there were some people injured but no one killed. But a lot of houses 
destroyed." 


| asked Dmitry how he got involved with the DPR Press Office, as he had told me he wasn't 
a journalist prior to the war. 


| had a normal job and life. | wasn't very political. In the beginning, people were mainly 
just struggling for our rights: the right to speak our language, Russian; the right to have 
education in our language, to keep the memory of WW2 — because Ukraine started 
re-writing history. They now consider those Ukrainian nationalists who collaborated 
with German Nazis heroes, and the Red Army occupiers. We can't accept this. 


| never believed there would be a war, | didn't believe the Western world would allow 
this. | thought it would just be some protests, some compromises, but not war. | 
thought people were being paranoid at first, thinking we would be killed. But they were 
right, and when the war started, | knew there were things worth fighting for." 


He spoke of how Ukraine hides its shelling from the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) observers by doing most of it after hours (in the dark, when it 
is difficult to film) — later claiming that damage done to the DPR side was self-inflicted, or 
that Ukrainian forces were merely defending themselves, replying to DPR attacks: 


The OSCE were attacked a week or so ago by a heavy anti-tank rocket launcher. 
Ukraine commits many war crimes, but manages to mask it. They are Nazis, but they 
mask this from the West. Few people understand in the West how close Ukraine is to 
becoming a full-on Nazi state. 


They say that they are from Bandera Front, they are Ukrainian far-right nationalists. 
When а person from some Western country hears about Bandera, this person could 
not understand what Ukrainian authorities mean. But | do, | understand what they 
mean, | understand who Bandera was and what they really mean." 


Stepan Bandera was a Ukrainian political figure, Nazi collaborator, and one of the leading 
ideologists/theorists of the Ukrainian nationalist movement of the 20th century. Dmitry 
continues: 


There is a Nazi state in the middle of Europe in the 21st Century. They are dangerous 
both for us and for the Western world. If they finish with us, they will do the same in the 
Western world. 


Ukraine has a big propaganda machine, and the censorship of Western media helps. 


| was raised believing in the Western ideals of human rights and democracy. And what 
do | have? | have no human rights. Ukrainian Nazis can kill me and they can go to the 
European Parliament and they will be considered heroes. They can kill without court, 
without justice, without anything. 


Western countries support war crimes, support the killing of our people just because 
we speak our native language, Russian. That's the only reason to kill us, just because 


we like Russia and speak Russian. 


They can kill you. They consider all the journalists as Russian propagandists. Their 
military can shoot you and never face justice. That goes against my understanding of 
human rights." 


Mine 6-7 Area residents terrorized nightly 


"Dont film the soldiers with us," Dmitry instructed as we drove. "They are afraid for their 
families because the Ukrainians sometimes take the families of the military as hostages." 


The road was overgrown with weeds, grass, and unpruned tree limbs. Maintenance is 
impossible during wartime. The positive side is that in areas close to the frontlines, such 
growth prevents snipers from seeing people are on the road. 


"We're very close to the front line," Dmitry announced. 


We got out of the car and walked down the lane to the first of a few houses in the area. 


Some residents agreed to have their testimonies recorded on video; others did not, believing 
that if Ukrainians saw their houses published on video, they would be targeted. Others are 


still worried about repercussions when they make the monthly, time-consuming trek to 


Ukraine to receive their pensions (involving slow bus travel, long lines, and the fear of being 


singled out for having spoken to journalists about their lives under Ukraine's war). 


A spunky 74-year-old woman, whose home has been shelled on more than one occasion, 
agreed to be filmed and took me to the back of her house to show me the latest damage. 
There were two strikes there; her basement is destroyed. The outer wall of her house is 


damaged and leaning. She worries the wall will collapse, as with a similarly damaged front 
wall, and worries about how she'll be able to patch up the damage before winter comes. She 


lives alone. 


“I'm afraid at night; that's when they start shelling heavily," she tells me. The nights are 
terrifying, hell for her. | ask if she ever considers leaving. "To where? | have nowhere to go. 
My husband is dead." 


| asked her who is firing these shells. She gestured in the direction of a village under 
Ukrainian control. 


| asked if things had changed since Zelensky became president of Ukraine. 


"It became worse. Before, | at least had windows. Now, they constantly shell, especially in 
the evening and early moming." 


| asked if she feels the OSCE are being effective. "No, they change nothing, especially not 
here." 


she says they can't get cell phone signals there. | ask how she would call for an ambulance 
if needed. She replies that someone in the military would call for medics, but that the 
ambulances can't come that close; it is too dangerous. 


When | asked what her native language was, she replied immediately: “Russian! But,” she 
added, "here, we speak both languages; it wasn't a problem." 


Dmitry explained that Ukrainian forces are roughly 600 meters away, and half encircle her 
area. A roundish hole in the wall is a ricochet from Ukrainian heavy machine-gun fire, he 
explains. 


Ukrainian forces are using 82mm mortar shells in violation of the Minsk Agreements, he 
says: "They connect the mortar shell with the engine of a grenade launcher. That's how they 
trick the OSCE: they don't use the mortar itself but they use the mortar shells with the RPG 
[a type of small-arms grenade launcher designed to destroy armored and other targets] 
engine." 


This works, because RPGs themselves are not prohibited under Minsk. 


We walked with the two officers down the lane to the last house, which was apparently still 
inhabited despite being only around 500 meters from Ukrainian forces. One of the walls of 
the house had a sizable hole in it from an RPG-fired 82 mm mortar. 
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Damage from an RPG-fired mortar round to a home in Mine 6-7 village outside of Gorlovka. Photo | Eva 
Bartlett 


One of the officers said: “The man who lives here was in the bathroom the moment the 
mortar hit.” The bathroom window is close to the mortar impact. “Luckily, the thick walls 
prevented him from being directly injured, although he was knocked over by the shock- 
wave.” 


The officer showed me a bucket full of shrapnel he collected from the various mortars and 
other munitions fired by the Ukrainian forces toward these homes. It's fairly full. 


As | photographed the damaged wall, Dmitry cautioned me to step back, as we were not yet 
wearing body armor or helmets. "We're very close. They can't see us because of the trees, 
so their snipers don't know to shoot. But still, we have to be careful." 


We then drove to a school whose basement is now being used as a makeshift shelter. There 
| met an elderly couple who had been living in that dank basement for six years, since their 
home was destroyed. 


Outside of the battered school, Dmitry commented: "You see, each dot on the wall is from 
shrapnel. Of course, there were direct hits also." A hole in the roof of the building shows 
where one of the direct hits occurred. 


We walked into the basement, where a musty stench overwhelmed us. 


Sitting in one corner of the barebones room — what possessions they were able to salvage 
piled near them, and asking me not to film their faces — were an older couple who explained 
that their home was destroyed by Ukraine: two direct hits with heavy artillery. 


| ask who they blamed for the war. They blame Yanukovych; they want him to be hung. Many 
people are guilty but he is the main person. 


| asked their opinion on the work of the OSCE: 


Nothing good. They drive around here, but nothing changes. Before the ceasefire, 
when Ukraine would shell, the DPR military would respond and the Ukrainian side 
would stop shooting for a couple of weeks because they were afraid. Now, we are in a 
ceasefire; the Ukrainian side shoots whenever they want and no one holds them 
accountable." 


We leave the couple in their six-year-long temporary basement home and drive back to the 
outskirts of Gorlovka, to prepare to go to Zaitsevo, another heavily targeted area. 


some of the defenders of Zaitsevo were finishing their lunch break, so we sat and talked as 
they smoked cigarettes and drank tea. All were from the Gorlovka area and married with 
children. They have been defending this position since 2015. Some used to work in a mine, 
one was a long-haul truck driver, and another worked restoring old buildings. 


| asked them why they chose to fight. 


"Because of the killing of people in Odessa. That's what made us join the military, to defend 
our area," one soldier said. 


| followed with: “Are you aware of how Westem media is portraying the war? What's your 
opinion?" 


"| don't know exactly but | guess they depict us as evil men. No one cares about what we 
want," he said. 


"What do you want?" | asked. He answered: 


We want peace. We want to go back to our homes. Six years of war is too much for a 
person. We are friendly and peaceful people, we are happy to meet anyone, but 
without weapons. We remember the July 27, 2014 bombings, and other 2014 shelling, 
entire families killed. We remember all of them." 


One о the soldiers turned the questions my way, asking: “How did Western society react to 
the use of Nazi symbols in Kiev and Maidan? What did Western society think?" 


| replied: "Most people don't know, thanks to our media." 


They then got to talking about the foreign weapons and equipment they've found from 
captured Ukrainian soldiers. Polish mortars, Bulgarian RPGs, Western machine-guns and 
reconnaissance equipment: 


We found them in Zaitsevo. It's hard to find sniper rifles, you generally don't capture a 
sniper. But a lot of photos have been published by stupid soldiers from that side. 
They're using Western sniping rifles." 


"They use the fourth generation of NATO night vision devices," another soldier told me. 
"Many mercenaries from Poland fought on the other side. We hear them speaking on the 
radio in Polish. Also many Georgians; we saw the Georgian flags." 


As lunch break came to an end, Dmitry and | headed to Zaitsevo, with Gyurza, an officer in 
the DPR People's Militia. 


We stopped in Zaitsevo town center, 800 meters from an NW front-line, and 1.5 km from the 
northern front-line. 


There, we spoke to Irina Dikun, head of the administration of Zaitsevo and, as it turns out, a 
remarkably courageous woman. She told me: 


Here, we are not living, we're surviving. Those who could leave, have left. Those who 
remain are mostly elderly. The shelling began in 2014 and hasn't stopped till now. Six 
years of constant shelling. This morning at 6 a.m. there was a big blast [a 120 mm 
mortar (prohibited under Minsk) on a street where civilians still live, | later learn]. 


None of the ceasefire agreements (24 or 25) reached here. We've not had more than 1 
or 2 days of ceasefire. 


The town was roughly 3,500 people before. Now it's about half that, 1,600 including 
200 children. There was a school, and a kindergarten before, but they were both 
destroyed by Ukrainian artillery. So now the children go to a district of Gorlovka. They 
are destroying the town street by street. They take one street and destroy it house by 
house. Then they turn to another street." 


| asked about access to emergency care: 


The paramedics don't go farther than this building; it's too dangerous to go further. If 
somebody needs medical care near the front lines, someone has to go in their own car 
and take them to a point where medics can then take them to Gorlovka. The soldiers 
also help civilians who are injured." 


Dmitry added that Ukrainian forces have fired on medical and fire brigade vehicles. | asked if 
anyone had died as a result of not getting timely medical care. Irina replied: “А woman died 
due to huge blood loss because no one could reach her house to take her away in time. She 
was injured in the shelling and bled to death." 


Irina said she didn't have a car at the time, but since then — during a time of war — she got 
her driver's license, and also took First Aid courses, to help people in case of an emergency, 
both medically and as a driver: "Every local leader has my number. If something happens, 
they call me." 


Irina is often among the first to arrive at the scene of shelling, documenting the resulting 
damage. | mention video footage | saw recently of a burning house т the area. She replied 
that she had taken it. When | later went to that area, | saw that the house was only 500 
meters from the front-line. 


| asked her to describe a normal day in Zaitsevo: 


At 7 a.m. most people go to work, schools, kindergartens. It is fairly calm through the 
aftemoon. Around 5 or 6 p.m., the shelling begins and gets worse and worse 
throughout the night. The terror continues until around 6 a.m. 


But sometimes, they shoot at the school bus. They know when it goes and they try to 
hit it. One DPR soldier died while shielding a child in front of the bus. There was an 
artillery strike; he heard the whistle and shielded the child with his body." 


she added that nearly twenty people in the town had been killed, and over sixty injured. All 
civilians. 


| asked her whether she or other officials had filed complaints to the OSCE or any 
intemational body about the actions of Ukrainian forces: 


Yes, constantly. But nothing changes. It seems that international organizations have no 
power to do anything regarding the Ukrainians, because they still shoot. There were a 
lot of ceasefires signed in Minsk, but nothing changes here." 


| asked her whether she had a message for Westem governments supporting Ukraine's war 
on Donbass: 


| want them to open their eyes and see there is no Russian invasion here. Just local, 
normal, peaceful, people who wanted to live another way. And we were not afraid to 
tell everybody how we want to live. In the beginning, we didn't want to make a 
Republic; we just wanted to be autonomous. But we were not listened to. Ukraine 
moved its armed forces against the people and used their artillery against us. 


Poroshenko once said that our children will spend their childhoods in the basements, 
and that's what has happened. A lot of children lost their normal childhood, going to 
school in constant shelling. My youngest son already has grey hair. He has been under 
heavy shelling attacks ten times. 


| want Western leaders to open their eyes and see this. Western weapons are used to 
kill us. We don't wish for any person to live through what we are living here now. What 
is here is something you don't wish for your enemy." 


We then moved forward, driving along more overgrown roads battered by the war. 


We stopped and got out of the car. Dmitry said: "We are near the checkpoint, but Gyurza 
doesn't want them to see us." We continued on foot. 


According to Gyurza, Ukrainian forces were just 500 meters off in one direction and 600 
meters in front of us. We walked past a home with a gaping hole in its roof but still inhabited. 
"They need to replace the roof before winter, or they can't live there." 


We passed a bumt-out home and Dmitry said, "See the smoke? The house is still 
smoldering. It was hit two days ago by an artillery strike." This was the house from lrina's 
footage. 
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The remnants of a burned out home т Zaitsevo just two days after а Ukrainian attack. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


Walking on, we passed an ипехрюдеа 82 mm mortar buried in the ground. It's fresh, Dmitry 
notes; the shell is still yellowish, so it hasn't been there that long. 


We stepped into the ruins of the burnt-out home. Brick walls remained, the tin of roof was on 
the ground in ashes and a tree branch still smoldered overhead. 


As | filmed around back, | was warned not to step off into the grass as there could be 
unexploded shells. 


Passing another home, Dmitry points, and comments: "They drew an Orthodox cross on the 
gate. They hope it will protect them from the firing." 


Back in the car, as we drove, on either side of the lane, houses were either burnt out, badly- 
damaged by heavy machine gunfire or shelling, or boarded up and evacuated. 


We parked the car again and walked towards a school that had taken a beating. Dmitry 
explained it had been nearly destroyed by heavy artillery strikes. With the school behind him, 
Gyurza speaks. 





Ruins of the Saur-Mogila (Saur Grave) Memorial in Donetsk Region where festive events were held to celebrate the 


Day of Donbass Liberation from Nazi Invaders. Sputnik / Valeriy Melnikov 


since 2014, the defenders of Zaitsevo have defended this place. The school is а very 
important strategic point: it is surrounded by Ukrainians from two sides. 


In October 2014, when the school was still functioning, we brought computers, paper, 
pens, and other things for the students. Then, we withdrew 1.5 km away, to not be a 
military presence near a school. 


Three or four days later, Ukrainian soldiers came to the school and took all the 
supplies the People's militia had brought the students and destroyed it all in front of the 
children. After we came back and saw everything we'd brought the students was 
broken, we decided to protect the school and the children. 


On October 28, 2014, seventy Ukrainian soldiers, with two heavy armored carriers 
(BNP) and one tank, tried to go to the village center to capture the administration 
building. 


Because of the trees and narrow roads, they couldn't use the tank. But they did 
advance with the two BNPs. Although there were many more of them than us, they 
weren't able to capture Zaitsevo; we defended it. They were forced to retreat, but they 
didn't retreat fully. 


That was at the time of the first Minsk agreement, and a ceasefire, but the Ukrainians 
still tried to capture Zaitsevo. We realized they wouldn't leave, and wouldn't follow the 
agreement, so we started making trenches and a defense line to protect the village. 


After the second Minsk agreement [in February 2015], it was decided there should be 
a Buffer Zone for three kilometers. So, we remained in our positions and maintained 
the Buffer Zone from our side. 


In October 2015, we saw that the Ukrainians were starting to move their trenches 
forward. They dug through the buffer zone and continued to dig forward towards our 
position. 


In November 2015, they started shelling Zaitsevo. At that time, they didn't shoot during 
the day, but every night they started shelling. Each evening, after the school bus left 
the school, the Ukrainians started shooting with light arms, then 82 mm mortars, and 
then at night it was hell here, really hell." 


Gyurza was interrupted by another officer who told us to move down the lane further from 
the school. Where we were standing was too risky. 


Gyurza then continued: 


One day а the beginning of 2016, Ukrainians started shelling the school when the 
children were inside. The children were evacuated immediately: they were led to a 
window and into a bus, and then on this road, which was at that time safe. No children 
were injured; they were protected by the People's Militia while being evacuated. 


We made positions to protect the town from Ukrainians trying to push forward. After we 
made our defense line, we didn't move a meter forward: we do everything according to 
the (Minsk) agreements. But the Ukrainians pushed forward through the Grey Zone, 
which is a military line. 


Now in some areas, the distance between the front positions is 300 meters, and in 
some areas, the distance is just 120 meters. 


In May 2018, they used tanks to fire direct hits at the school, destroying the gym area 
of the school. It was their attempt to break the front line and enter the town, but they 
weren't able to. 


We're still holding our position, not a meter forward or back. Ukrainians still try to wage 
an offensive forward, but they aren't able to do so. The Ukrainian government doesn't 
obey the agreements that they signed. 


If they did everything according to the agreements, people could live here and children 
could play in the schoolyard. Now we can't even stand near it; it's too dangerous. 


People took their children away from the town because of the constant shelling, and 
because some of the shells didn't explode so it's very dangerous to walk in the area. 
Also, parents don't want their children on the streets under the heavy machine-gun 
fire. 


l've seen children die under Ukrainian attacks. | saw my friends die from Ukrainian 
shelling. l've seen too many dead civilians. | will never surrender, there is no way to 
make peace with the Ukrainian side without our army. 


Their biggest mistake was coming here and using weapons against civilians. Tell your 
government not to train and arm Ukrainian soldiers." 


As we drove away, house after house we passed had its walls blown out, some covered in 
plastic, some covered with wood, one lined with logs. 


Dmitry commented: "There's no one on the road now. Around 5 p.m., they start hiding in their 
homes, because the shelling can start now." 


We stopped again т Zaitsevo's main square and took а group photo, clad in body armor. 
Dmitry explained that custom dictated that photos should be taken after safely returning from 
the front line. 


In spite of the places l've lived and reported from, including in close proximity to terrorists in 
Syria and being repeatedly shot at with live ammunition by the Israeli army, this the first time 
I'd worn body armor. 


As cumbersome as it was, | think to myself, these locals, subject every day to Ukraine's 
bombings, snipings and heavy machine-gun fire, do not have this lifesaving luxury. Nor, for 
many, the luxury of fleeing to an area less prone to the bombing. So they remain, patch up 
their homes if they can, and endure the terror unleashed upon them nearly every day and 
night. 


The front-line village of fifteen residents 


North of Donetsk, | visited Krutaya Balka, a village on the outskirts of Yasinovataya, another 
heavily hit area. 


Dmitry explained that the Krutaya Balka was divided into two parts: one exposed to the front 
line (we couldn't go there as the road leading to it was under sniper fire); the other slightly 
further away, home to 15 mostly elderly people who still lived there. 


We stopped in Yasinovataya at a DPR military center and met the commander of the 
Territorial Troops, a former Russian soldier who had traveled to volunteer in the DPR of his 
own volition and eventually married and settled here. Evgeniy, who goes by the nickname 
"The Bullet," agreed to talk to me. He made coffee and we sat in his office at a large table 
housing a chessboard, where he described the area in general and his own story. 


He estimated that before the war, there were more than 17,000 people living in Yasinovataya 
and that now the number was around 13,000. He continued: 
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The Yasinovataya district was a railway center before the war. It was not а big city, but 
it was one of the most important railway interchanges. There was also a large plant 
that produced mining equipment and machines. 


There were a lot of agricultural fields, as well as two Donetsk water filtration stations 
and the Vasilyevsky pump station, which is situated directly on the line of demarcation. 
The line of demarcation passes along the town's border. 


Yasinovataya is a district of military action. People sharply changed their neutrality 
during the active phase of the standoff between the self-proclaimed republic and 
Ukraine. They switched from civilian life to military life. The Ukrainian forces entered 
Yasinovataya. Civilians here saw directly how it happened, and they found themselves 
direct participants in the conflict and military actions, not IDPs [internally displaced 
persons], nor the encircled. 





There was a corridor to the other side [to Ukrainian territory]; whoever wanted to leave 
could do so. 


Here, the front line passed through the private sector. The city, of course, is built up, 
but it is also fields, dachas [country homes]; it is the suburbs. And the suburbs are 
being constantly shelled." 





| asked about allegations that Ukrainian forces had targeted schools or other infrastructure. 
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In Zaitsevo's main square, with DPR Peoples Militia press officer Dmitry and officer Gyurza after visiting 
the front line. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


Evgeniy replied that although he'd been in the Republic for a long time, he had only been in 
his current position for a little more than a year, and wasn't aware of any such cases during 
the past year. 


Dmitry commented: "Well, there was the shelling of a retirement home." Evgeniy pressed on: 
"And before | was here, they shelled a nine-story building, a residential area. But, the city 
administration functions, the destruction was repaired." 


| asked why he, as a Russian who had finished military service and was living a civilian life, 
chose to come here. Evgeniy answered, "| came to Donbass so that what's happening here 
does not happen in Russia. Also, | have a sharpened sense of justice." 


| asked him if he feels that Russia has an obligation to end the war, to which he responded: 


Russia, as an independent state, doesn't owe anything to anyone. The only guilt of 
Russia, in my opinion, is that nationalism — which, in the period of Ukraine's 
separation from Russia started to actively develop here. | mean the fascism, it wasn't 
crushed in the past. 


Ukrainian nationalism became so impudent that the Odessa massacre was permitted. 
Everyone speaks about Donetsk and Lugansk, while such an anti-Maidan movement 
also emerged in Kharkiv [in northeast Ukraine], which was strongly quashed, as it was 
in Odessa. 


The people here had no other choice: it was either enter into a ghetto or for civilians to 
take up arms to defend their freedom. 


The first and subsequent leaders of the Republics were a spontaneous thing. They 
were not self-appointed, they were indeed appointed by the people, and they 
pronounced the will of the people. This was at the very beginning, in 2014. 


Ukraine chose the violent option and tried to crush the will of the people, to impose its 
nationalism. 


For Russia, as the older brother [a term of endearment], there was no other choice. It 
started to help from the beginning of the conflict [in Donbass]. Russia was the first to 
bring humanitarian aid here. Russia was the first to speak about negotiations. 


From 2014 to 2019, Russia has affirmed that this conflict [in Donbass] is an internal 
one, that we [Russia] don't intervene — we are spectators — and that we don't allow 
the Minsk Agreements to be disrupted. Ukrainians should solve it with the DPR/LPR. 


Russia does everything possible o bring to reason and to disengage the sides. Russia 
shouldn't do anything [in terms of intervention]. It's not Russia's war." 


The Donetsk journalist with whom | was traveling chimed in: 


| don't understand people who expect Russia to take on our fight. The people of 
Donbass are independent and smart enough to decide for ourselves. Although in 2014 
we didn't have enough resources to fight on our own, it's not good to expect Russia to 
do something. 


We in Donbass should be very grateful to Russia for any kind of support, but at the 
same time not try to force Russia to do something, not say what Russia ‘must’ do.” 


Before we left for Krutaya Balka, Evgeniy invited us to have lunch in the canteen upstairs. 
Observing the camaraderie over lunch, it was clear that "The Bullet" had the respect and 
affection of the soldiers sharing his meal. 


In Krutaya Balka, at а home 800 meters from the front-line, | spoke with an engaging older 
couple. The man waved at me and asked with a grin what's happening in Canada. Days 
before, their area was shelled for an hour, 26 shells fired by Ukrainian forces. 


| began with the most basic question: how had they been affected by the war? The man 
replied: 


To say just in one word that it affected us is like saying nothing. In 2014, my father-in- 
law, he was 90, he was lying down — he couldn't walk, he was invalid. A mortar shell 
landed on the road, and the shock-wave smashed the glass inwards into his house. He 
didn't understand what happened, he said to me: Who is this hooligan who broke my 
window?’ 


He was badly injured when he was 19, in 1944, becoming invalid, and he died during 
this current war.” 


The woman added, “In 2014, our home was badly damaged. In 2016/17, we were left without 
glass, sO we covered our windows in plastic.” 


In recent months, they both say, “it is rare when it's calm here. There is constant shelling or 
heavy machine-gun fire.” 


| ask why they stay, knowing the answer. “Where can we go?” The man adds: “If we leave 
our house, it won't still be here when we come back." 


On September 7, heavy machine-gun fire hit the area, it began in the evening and lasted 
through the night. “A fire started in the attic. It's good that we were at home; if we were 
not..." Their home might have gone up in flames like so many others in the area. 


| asked about improvements post-Zelensky. The man laughed: "Don't mention Zelensky; he 
is a clown. The circus has gone but the clown remained. No, the situation hasn't improved; in 
fact, it became worse." 


| asked why they believe Ukraine is bombing them. The woman replied: 


Once | responded to one journalist by saying that we are shelled because the U.S. is 
fighting against Russia. The journalist responded by saying that this view is too global. 
But | said, What's wrong?! They need our territory. It's the U.S. vs Russia." 


When | asked whether they support the people's will to possibly join Russia, the couple both 
responded, "Yes. There is no going back." The man added, “I want to live as long as God 
allows me, and becoming a part of Russia is a way for me to survive." 


Further down the road, | met a man who was about to walk down the lane that | had been 
cautioned to avoid due to the risk of being shot by Ukrainian snipers. | was wearing, for the 
second time, the body armor Dmitry had provided. The man | met was only wearing a button- 
down shirt. 
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A villager walks towards through an area under Ukrainian sniper fire in order to reach his home. Photo | 
Eva Bartlett 


He didn't want to be filmed and told me: 


After the last interview, Ukrainians shelled my house directly, burned part of my house. 
I'm alone there, for the past four years. To go to my home, | have to walk to an area 
exposed to sniper fire. | was shot in my leg. And many times | had to drop to the 
ground when sniper fire started." 


| asked why he doesn't leave in the face of such danger: "| don't want to. It's my home. | 
thought the war would be finished quickly but it kept going." 


Then he walked down the center of the lane into the range of potential sniper fire, and 
hopefully back to his home. 


A little beyond that | met a man standing outside of the home he shares with his wife. 


| asked whether his home had been damaged and he laughs: "Many times. Which house 
hasn't been? The roof, the wall... from mortar fire and heavy machine-gun fire." 


His replies are т line with those of the others Гуе spoken to: things got worse after Zelensky 
became president; the attacks are daily; where would he go? He is in favor of joining Russia. 


He continued, asking rhetorically: 


"We should go to Ukraine, which damaged my house? I'm Russian, this is Russian land. 
Everyone who knows history knows this. Of course, | want to join Russia! In earlier times, 
before the war, | didn't care either way. But after all, Ukraine did what it has done; absolutely 
| want to be a part of Russia. | can't imagine being back in Ukraine. Anyway, most of the 
people here would be killed as ‘separatists.’ A known Ukrainian politician [Boris Filatov] said: 
At the beginning, give them what they want, later hang them.’ 


| asked him if he had anything to say to a Western audience. At first, he said there's no point, 
people already know, the West gives money to Ukraine... "The snipers use U.S. rifles, if they 
gave less money it would be better." 


But later in our conversation, he added: 


Going back to the question of a message to the West... You remember WW2. Why do 
you support Nazis if you remember WW2? Why do you now support the Nazis? 
Openly Nazis. They wear swastikas. Why is Europe silent? Everyone comes here and 
agrees with me, but nothing changes. OSCE shouts, but when they are under fire, they 
are silent, they don't say that Ukraine attacks them." 


Later, | interviewed Ryka, a young-looking DPR platoon commander who accompanied me 
to the area. She began: "When it began, it was peaceful rallies, he supported these... then it 
turned to war. | was against the coup in Kiev, | didn't support the Nazi regime. That's why | 
joined peaceful protests." 


Ryka married during the war and has two children and the full support of his family regarding 
his role in defending the DPR. He says, "My father served and died in battle for Donetsk 
airport, in January 2015." His home is under Ukrainian occupation, he says. He fought from 
the beginning, at most of the major battles in the DPR, and finally here. 


| asked whether he is aware of how Western media portrays those defending the DPR: 


Of course the ройгауа! is negative. They don't see it with their own eyes. You came 
here, but very few people come here to understand personally and talk with me. Most 
see it only from the Ukrainian point of view. The people who support Ukraine and the 
Ukrainian army should come here and talk with civilians, to understand what the 
civilians really think about the Ukrainian government and the local government — 
whom do they really support, and how much did they suffer. Maybe if they see, they'll 
change their minds." 


He elaborated on the underreported behavior of the Ukrainian forces: 


| know people who when the Ukrainian army came to the city, were taken from their 
homes to secret prisons in Mariupol or Kramatorsk, and were badly tortured. 


| spoke with such people after they were exchanged or became free. They were 
civilians, but just because they supported the protests, in the beginning, they were 
taken. 


| know a guy who was imprisoned in Kurakhovo. Ukrainians crucified him on a cross 
with ropes, and tumed him upside down, drowning him in a pool, torturing him." 


These are not isolated incidents, as made clear by the testimonies from other Ukrainian 
torture victims. 


A final observation 


Just under three weeks after | arrived, | left the DPR. But in my last days in Donetsk, as | 
walked around, | came across a statue of Taras Shevchenko, a famous poet and writer who 
wrote in Ukrainian in the 1800s. In Gorlovka, | also saw such a statue. Alexey Karpushev 
pointed out: 


We in the DPR did not destroy statues like this. We don't hate the people of Ukraine. 
But in Ukraine, they destroyed statues and memorials of the Soviet military leaders 
who liberated Kiev from German Nazis." 


Indeed, even in front-line areas, when | spoke with suffering DPR residents, the 
overwhelming sentiments | got were desires for an end to the war, for peace, also for their 
independence; but — with the exception of the older man living in the school basement 
saying that Yanukovych should be hung — no overt hostility to Ukrainians themselves. 


Yet within Ukraine, neo-Nazi battalions have oppressed, murdered and committed 
unspeakable crimes against Ukrainian citizens, and continue to wage war against civilians in 
Donbass. 
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Passersby pay — at a memorial to former DPR leader Alexander Zakharchenko who was 
assassinated in 2018. Photo | Eva Bartlett 





Western nations are not only politically backing Ukraine, but some, Canada for example, 
have elite military and intelligence on the ground training Ukrainian forces, who then go on to 
not only battle DPR soldiers but terrorize and murder civilians. 


On October 14, the Donetsk News Agency reported: 


Ukrainian forces violated the ceasefire 150 times this week, firing nine tons of rounds, 
said DPR People's Militia Mission to the JCCC. 


Over the week, from October 7 to October 14, 150 ceasefire violations were recorded. 
DPR towns were targeted with 1,429 rounds with a total weight of 9.2 tons, or 162 
ammunition boxes. 


Kiev forces used 152 mm artillery, mortars, tank guns. 


A civilian was seriously injured, 33 residential houses and infrastructural facilities 
damaged." 


This is the Ukraine the media won't tell you about, a state that can slaughter and maim 
civilians in the DPR and destroy their homes at will without repercussions. 


Eva Bartlett is a Canadian independent journalist and activist. She has spent years on the 
ground covering conflict zones in the Middle East, especially in Syria and occupied 
Palestine, where she lived for nearly four years. She is a recipient of the 2017 Intemational 
Joumalism Award for International Reporting, granted by the Mexican Journalists' Press 
Club (founded in 1951), was the first recipient of the Serena Shim Award for Uncompromised 
Integrity in Journalism, and was short-listed in 2017 for the Martha Gellhom Prize for 
Journalism. See her extended bio on her blog ‘In Gaza: 
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DPR Peoples Militia Platoon Commander Ryka poses for a photo with his 


rifle. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


Survivors' Stories — Investigative Committee of Russia 
"REPORT UNDER FIRE": FREELANCE TOVRNALIST ALEXANDER GAYVK WAS HIT BY 
SHRAPNEL WHILE COVERING KIEV'S SHELLING OF DONETSK 


On June 14, 2015, the Ukrainian military was still shelling settlements in Donetsk Region. Residential buildings 
in several of the city's districts took direct hits. A total of eight people were injured that day, among them a 
young reporter named Alexander Gayuk. 


The 33-year-old journalist had gone to Donetsk's Kuybyshevsky District to film a report about how residents of 
the Oktyabrsky neighborhood were living under constant fire. And, as chance would have it, another artillery 
attack commenced immediately after he arrived there. 


The first shell hit the roof of a five-storey residential building. As Alexander was rushing towards an adjacent 
building to look for a place to hide, another shell exploded right behind him. 


"The shell hit a tree and its shrapnel injured my right knee. I fell down. It was not until the shelling stopped 
that | got up with great difficulty and saw blood streaming down my leg. | probed my leg with my fingers to see 
if the bone was intact. Then tightened my belt around the leg to stop the bleeding, flagged down а car, and 
asked to be taken to hospital," Alexander recounts. 


The young man underwent an emergency operation at the local hospital, but the knee still troubles him, and 
he says he suffers from severe knee pain to this day. 


Thousands of civilians were killed and wounded as a result of the 
massive shelling of Donbass settlements carried out by the Kiev 
regime as рой of а brutal punitive operation ongoing since 2014. 


The Ukrainian military and neo-Nazi formations used lethal 
weapons of indiscriminate action prohibited by the international 
humanitarioan law, designed to kill people and destroy 
infrastructure as effectively as possible. 


People died not only from the shells fired by the Ukrainian army, 
but also from hunger, lack of water and medicines. 


The inhumane water, economic and transport blockade of 
Donbass imposed by Kiev has put the region on the brink of a 
humanitarian catastrophe. Моге than 600 thousand elderly 
people were left without pensions and other social benefits. 


Here is just a glimpse of evidence of the crimes committed by 


the Ukrainian authorities against the civilian population of 
Donbass. 





My Encounter with Ukrainian-American Nazi Mark Paslawsky 
By George Eliason September 2 2014 


Novo Russiya (Donbas) has become the hunting ground for reporters and writers trying to cover 
the campaign by Kiev forces. | have nothing but admiration for the reporters constantly trying to 
cover the events. For the first time in local memory they have become prime targets in war. 


For any person the story comes to life when it is about people you care about. When you live there 
you are involved. 


In Ukraine the words you write can get you and the people you care about killed. You really weigh 
carefully what you disclose. You think about hurting innocent people. No one writes for the sake of 
writing when you are surrounded by hundreds of automatic, heavy weapons and people that don't 
recognize your humanity. 


Words like Ukrainian Nationalist have no real meaning for readers. For us it means an ideology of 
death. A word like propaganda boils down to what it really means - lies that kill and liars that make 
murderers heroes. Lies are killing people in Lugansk and Donetsk. Stopping death by lies from Kiev 
are why the Novo Russiya Republic (Lugansk and Donetsk) was founded. 


Throughout the press the American Bandera, Mark Paslawsky has been called a hero of America 
and Ukraine. He was a West Point graduate and served in the US military. He loved Bruce 
Springsteen and wrapped himself in the American and Ukrainian flags. Paslawsky volunteered at 
age 55 to fight for Nationalist Ukraine. He served under Simeon Sementchenko as a volunteer in 
the Donbas Battalion. Mark Paslawsky was an American OUNb Banderavites Ukrainian emigre ultra- 
nationalist, or just to keep it simple, an American Nazi. 


The Donbas Battalion and Symeon Sementchenko are not regular army, nor have they been directly 
involved in heavy combat until recently. Donbas battalion is a Punisher/Cleansing Battalion that 
goes from village to village and city to city after it is cleared of militia. Their only purpose has been 
the mutilation and mass murder of defenseless, unarmed people. 


In my articles updating the events of the war | have mentioned the mass murder, torture, and 
mutilation Sementchenko's Donbas battalion has left in its wake on a number of occasions. It is 
responsible for cutting the hands and feet off live people before killing them. 


In the village of Snowy they took males age 14-60 suspected of sympathizing with the referendum 
or militia (now Novo Russiya Army) into the street and shot them in cold blood. They routinely 
tortured people for information. In the town of Friendly, the Donbas battalion shot into the houses 
and murdered everyone they thought were sympathetic to the referendum. 


In early July, Oleg Dube, one of Donbass Battalions more committed volunteers fighting 
"separatists" had a falling out with Sementchenko because of the murder and cowardice displayed 
by the battalion in Nikolaeka. On his facebook page on July 7" he wrote: "When they entered 
Nikolaevka, there were only unarmed townspeople there. They knew going in there was no militia." 


He describes the battalion filled with cowards shooting everything that moved and throwing 
grenades into the houses, cellars, and every structure, killing everyone and everything they came 
across. 


Sementchenko attested to the authenticity himself by posting his answer to Oleg Dube. "Who is in 
the Military Prosecutor's Office? In wartime such allegations are unacceptable. Religious strife in the 
battalion will not be tolerated." He then stated that if people believed it, they were losing the 
information war. Oleg Dube was arrested and detained in Izyumske. Later on to make a point to the 
battalion, Sementchenko reportedly made him kneel in front of the battalion and urinated on him. 


| live inside the area that was called the southern pot when Kiev controlled it. The regular army 
(Ukraine) were gentlemen while they were here. They were supposed to root out local separatists 
(people that took part in the May referendum for federalization), and | was told by a local official 
that the army sent a report to Kiev stating all these people had left. The one thing they kept 
making clear was they were not going to hurt the locals. 


Within a week, hundreds of national guard conscripts started setting up camp at Zelenapolea, 
which is next to us. The conscripts were mostly kids that only a few weeks before were at home. 
They had little to no training. The number grew quickly and Pravy Sektor set up a base a few towns 
away from us. 


After the Zelenapolea camp was set up, Pravy Sektor moved in and started patrolling our streets for 
several weeks. That's when the tone changed. We started getting the patrols from the punisher 
battalions that came into town a few times a day to resupply. Transportation was stopped. 


They kept their weapons leveled at everyone walking by them on the street, including women and 
children. 


They came at regular hours, so we simply avoided them, but towns near us were turned to ash and 
people living in them killed. There were no fighters there, just civilians. After they bombed a nearby 
town with phosphorus, one of the national guard commanders told a town official that our town 
wouldn't be touched. The official asked sarcastically "What, like last night? That town is ashes". The 
commander's response was "They were just unlucky”. 


We were unlucky enough to see four phosphorus bombs dropped. It wasn't near us, but even in 
broad daylight at a distance it looked like welding flash. The sky was raining light wrapped in 
billowing white smoke. Why unlucky? It was coming down on someone and there was nothing 
could be done to help. 


With this as a back drop, Zelenapolea became a large camp with several thousand from these 
groups coming in to rest. 


Journalists were being actively hunted by the junta, and | have done everything | can to let the 
world know what this animalistic ideology was doing. We kept a low profile. The army told a town 
official every time a new group came in. They gave us a heads up every time a new punisher group 
arrived. During this period we were only getting a couple hours sleep a night. Bombing and artillery 
were close by in towns all around us at all hours, sometimes shaking the window glass. Most of the 
attacks started in the pre-dawn hours when people were sleeping. 


A few days before the militia from Rovenki attacked Zelenapolea, the regular Ukrainian army left. 
The officer in charge told town officials that a punisher crew was coming to cleanse the town and 
they had two days to get all the children out. A real effort was made to do that. The next day a 
national guard commander remarked that "as harsh as we thought they were, within days the town 
would be begging them for protection from what was coming." 


The next day we went to the small open air market in town to pick up a few things. That's when | 
noticed Mark Paslawsky. The Donbas battalion had arrived the afternoon before. He walked up to 
groups of people and stood back listening. He approached the group of people we were talking to 
and noticed me. | just stood quietly. With my features | am obviously not Ukrainian. | stand out like 
an Italian. 


Paslawsky noticed me and just stood staring. That was why | noticed him. He stood out even more 
than me locally. His stance and attitude gave him away as a foreigner and | thought he must have 
been one of the Ukrainian emigre mercenaries we were expecting. 


Most properties in Ukraine are walled in and have gates. Later that afternoon | looked through the 
gates because my dogs were barking. There he was. Paslawsky sat in a car in front of my house, 
staring at my gate for over ten minutes. | watched him for five minutes, memorizing his face and 
waiting. 


Donbas battalions go through towns killing people to make examples, and this is what Mark 
Paslawsky was a part of. 


| wondered if the punishers were told | was an American writer. It is against the law to write 
anything against the junta. It's gotten to the point that even Ukrainian reporters complain that all 
they are allowed to write is hand-fed propaganda. 


| was getting articles out the entire time Pravy Sektor was here. It was more a matter of when they 
would find out, and not if. At worst we were hoping that our passports would cause enough of a 
problem to keep us and the town safe. Now we know that all it would have done was make us a 
bigger example. It was an act of God that kept our town safe this whole time. 


The next moming the camp at Zelenapolea was attacked by the Rovenki milita. The Donbas 
battalion did the other thing they are famous for: they ran. The Donbas battalion doesn't fight 
unless they are cornered. | never saw Paslawsky again until the report of his death. 


Mr. Paslawsky killed women and children. If he was part of the Donbas battalion, and he was, that's 
what it does for work. This isn't even up for question. 


Mr. Paslawsky's final words: "| don't want to die" sum up his courage. He didn't come to die. He 
came to kill. He was a Ukrainian nationalist who hated Russians. After Russia, America and the West 
need to understand the second kind of moskal (derogatory term for anyone that disagrees with 
Bandera) Ukrainian nationalists hate almost as much: Democracy and democratic people. Picture 
Mark Paslawsky or Pravy Sektor outside your gates staring at you. The person you love most in the 
world is standing behind you. You know the genocide of your town is set to begin. That's what 
Paslawsky was there to do. If he walked up to your gate what would you do? 


Mark Gregory Paslawsky (middle) died from injuries sustained in battle in the town of llovaysk on August 12 2014 
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An American Voice on Ukraine’s Front Lines Goes Silent 


By Robert Mackey 


Aug. 20, 2014 

Amid the cacophony of voices on Twitter 
reporting facts, rumors and hearsay on the battle for 
control of eastern Ukraine this summer, one feed, 
written by a Ukrainian American Bruce Springsteen fan 
who volunteered to fight the Russian-backed 
separatists, has offered a no-nonsense account of life 
on the front lines of what the government in Kiev calls 
its Anti-Terrorist Operation, or ATO. That soldier- 
blogger writing as Bruce Springnote was identified as 
Mark Paslawsky by friends on Wednesday, one day 
after the 55-year-old investment banker and United 
States Army veteran was killed during a battle in 
llovaysk, outside the rebel-held city of Donetsk. 

As Max Seddon reports for Buzzfeed, Mr. 
Paslawsky's death was announced in a Facebook 
update on the fighting by Anton Gerashchenko, an 
adviser to Ukraine's interior minister. The official 
described Mr. Paslawsky, who grew up in New Jersey 
and moved to Ukraine in the 1990s, as a "very 
modest" man who had willingly taken part in "a 
month long course for novice fighters" when he 
joined the all-volunteer Donbass Battalion, despite 
being a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy at West Point. 

His brother Nestor, who manages a Ukrainian 
Heritage Center in Kerhonkson, N.Y., told Radio Free 
Europe/Radio Liberty that the family had learned of 
his death from the Internet. "We grieve for him but we 
are proud of him as well; Nestor Paslawsky said. "He 
was a true American and Ukrainian patriot who 
supported both countries." He is also survived by his 
mother and two sisters. 

In a telephone interview on Thursday, Nestor 
Paslawsky said, "| understood his conviction to the 
cause. He felt that he wanted to do his part in helping 
Ukraine.” He also explained that his brother's Twitter 


pen name was inspired by his love of Bruce 
Springsteen. "He would travel all over Europe,” to 
attend the New Jersey rocker's shows whenever he 
toured, Nestor Paslawsky recalled, most recently 
seeing him play in Vienna in 2012. The family is 
making plans for a funeral in Kiev, where Mr. 
Paslawsky lived. The death was also moumed on the 
Expatua website by members of the Ukrainian 
diaspora who had taken part in a crowd-funding 
campaign to support the battalion, regularly sending 
them cash, food and supplies. 

The circumstances of the American's death 
were described to Vice News by Maxim Dondyuk, a 
Ukrainian photographer embedded with the battalion, 
which remained under siege by rebel forces late 
Wednesday. "He had three wounds in his back,” Mr. 
Dondyuk told Simon Ostrovsky of Vice News. "He was 
saying that he was in pain and that he didn't want to 
die. People were telling him he was going to be okay. I 
think it might have been possible to save him if we 
had medevac helicopters or ambulances but all there 
was on hand were the battalion medics.” 

Mr. Paslawsky, who went by the nom-de-guerre 
Franko, was interviewed by Mr. Ostrovsky for a Vice 
News dispatch just two weeks ago. As Mr. Ostrovsky 
explained, the volunteer was born into a Ukrainian 
family in Manhattan and had served in the United 
States Army until about 1991. (That year, he was 
identified as a captain in the Army reserves and the 
chief administrative officer for the Mount Olive 
township in New Jersey when he published an Op-Ed 
in The New York Times arguing that military bases 
closed down after the end of the Cold War should be 
repurposed by the states rather than abandoned.) 

"Paslawsky worked in the financial sector and 
was based out of Kiev, Kharkiv and Moscow for many 


Photo: Vice News 


years before he joined the Euromaidan protests that 
gripped the Ukrainian capital last winter,” Mr. 
Ostrovsky wrote. Explaining his decision to enlist in 
the Donbass Battalion in April, Mr. Paslawsky told Vice, 
"Given what | saw, the level of incompetence, the 
corruption, the lack of activity — | just decided that | 
needed to go and participate. If there was ever a time 
to help Ukraine this was the time to do it." 

Three other members of his unit were also 
killed and the battalion commander, Semyon 
Semenchenko, was badly wounded in the battle for 
llovaysk but was evacuated for medical treatment, 
according to activists in Kiev. The battalion, which 
promotes itself through a blog and a Facebook page, 
has been lauded in video reports by Ukrainian 
activists as a ragtag citizen militia winning hearts and 
minds, and paying for its own ice cream, as it zretakes 
territory from Russian-backed rebels in the east. Mr. 
Paslawsky, the West Point grad, shared a less rosy view 
of the battalion's capabilities, the new authorites in 
Kiev and life at the front in his unstinting, sardonic 
Twitter dispatches. News of the American's death 
spread on Wednesday just as Ukrainians who 
supported the ousting of the pro-Russian president 
Viktor F. Yanukovych in February were celebrating a 
propaganda coup — the hoisting of a Ukrainian flag 
high above Moscow by daredevil activsts. 

On the other side of the propaganda ledger, 
Ukrainians were horrified by images and video posted 
online Tuesday of a "Children Against War" 
performance at a fashion trade show in Moscow, 
which culminated with a young girl wearing a 
Ukrainian flag dress pretending to shoot herself in the 
head. 


The Outlook for Lugansk People's Republic after 4 
years of War with Ukraine By George Eliason 


Modern Diplomacy november 1, 2018 





Leonid Pasichnik, the acting Head of Lugansk People's Republic (LNR) has been in office 
for almost one year. With the state of his reforms in LNR, you want to judge him against 
leaders of countries at peace, not as one that just formed in the middle of a war four 
years ago. 


For the last thirty years, Donbass was neglected in Ukraine. The infrastructure across 
Ukraine was bad, but in Donbass it was notorious. Key infrastructure like the water supply 
has been neglected since 1983. 


Political Leaders and oligarchs from what would become LNR historically were only 
interested in what they could take out of the region. Donbass coal and industry historically 
provided the basis of Ukrainian wealth. No other region contributed as much and no one 
including Victor Yanukovych had any interest in investing any of that money back in the 
region to build it up. 


Pasechnik is providing a marked difference. During what is still considered nation 
building, his interim administration is taking the economic and social problems in the 
newly formed republic head-on. 


In the spring of 2018, his administration introduced their five-year socio-economic 
development plan called "Our Choice." His administration included input from 70,000 LNR 
residents to make sure people's concerns about the future are addressed as reforms go 
forward. 


LNR's Current Outlook 


For the last four years, LNR has worked to build a lasting peace. Fulfilling their side of the 
Minsk Agreements LDNR (Lugansk &Donetsk People's Republics) negotiated with 
Poroshenko's regime has been a key part deciding what direction the republic is taking. 
Kiev hasn't attempted to fulfill any point agreed to and tries to use the agreement to beat 
Russia over the head within the US and the EU. 


The often overlooked part of the Minsk agreement in the west is Ukraine is not 
negotiating with Russia. Russia is a guarantor for the agreement the same as the EU is, 
nothing more. If Poroshenko had any intention of reintegrating Donbass, Ukraine would 
negotiate in good faith and keep its word. This hasn't happened. 


Because of this, Pasichnik's government recognizes the fact that until the government in 
Ukraine changes, real negotiation and progress remain impossible. For Ukraine to be 
taken seriously, decentralization in the form of federalization will have to take place. 
Ukraine will also have to start creating the conditions for building an economy in all its 
regions. 


Even in view of this LNR has consistently fulfilled its part of the Minsk agreements. 
The West's Shortsighted Spectacle 


Unfortunately, even recent history shows there is no reason to take any offer Ukrainian 
nationalists make or are part of negotiating seriously. Poroshenko is only after sound bites 
and not substance. Pravy Sektor nationalist leader Dimka Yarosh has announced he is 
pulling his troops away from the front line to monitor Ukrainian elections. Ultra-nationalists 
monitoring elections? Yeah, this should go well. 


In a recent interview with Ukrainian "Novoye Vremya," Condoleezza Rice commented it 
was “bad” that the world was starting to believe Russia's version of what was going on in 
Donbass. 


At the end of the day, world leaders still have to believe somebody. After four years of 
looking at the diplomatic and economic train wreck, Ukraine has evolved into, they have 
no reason to believe Ukraine. 


Instead of becoming the promised European model they could all look to, Ukraine has 
taken away every safety net even marginal civilizations provide for their people. 
Manufacturing is gone and instead of working through internal issues, the new 
government attacked its powerhouse region in Donbass. LNR and DNR provided a lion's 
share of wealth because of the coal industry and manufacturing. The nation's most 
important engineering universities are ensconced in the capitals because of this. 


That isn't something the EU or the rest of the world can take lightly. With no possibility of 
recovery in the near to mid future, Ukraine's only hope is to find work in Europe. 
Ukrainians making it to Europe are finding low paying bottom tier work as well as the 
illegal sex trade. 


Under Donald Trump, there is no reason to believe the US would be willing to take in 
violent nationalists from a country that tried to destroy his candidacy and his presidency. 


All of this is the result of Poroshenko's Ukraine destroying every possible growth industry 
it had including rocket engines, weapons, and technologies, and traded that for giant 
corporate farms. Agribusiness giants and agro-holdings companies are the big growth 
areas but provide no jobs. 


The outlook for Ukraine is very poor for the foreseeable future unless drastic policy 
changes are implemented. 


When you contrast this to what LNR is accomplishing under Leonid Pasichnik, it's easy to 
see why Condi Rice is so upset. 


Lugansk People's Republic's Reform Renaissance 


Its easy to argue renaissance is too strong a term to use for the reforms going on in LNR 
because there is a war going on. The infrastructure and economy have taken serious hits 
over the past four years. Nineteen bridges have taken extensive damage or collapsed in 
LNR hampering transportation. Roads were also shelled and in many areas need to be 
rebuilt. 


On top of this, starting at day one, Pasichnik's government had to fight the civil war as 
well as the systemic corruption that had not been touched by his predecessor. It's very 
difficult to imagine a govemment starting out with a weaker hand. 


In the short time Pasichnik has been in office, his govemment not only formulated a five- 
year plan, but they also started implementing it in a grand way. It started with building an 
energy bridge to power the steel mill in Alchevsk. High voltage transmission lines were 
installed that not only allowed the plants to go into production, but they are also 
increasing production and hiring plant workers. Business is opening in other 
manufacturing sectors because the government has been able to negotiate its way 
around sanctions to a small degree. In the garment industry, this is creating jobs. 


Large-scale road work and bridge work has commenced and the bridge connecting 
Lugansk to Donetsk is complete. Part of the 5-year plan is to restore the railways for 
large-scale transportation to service commerce and commuters. Pasechnik just 
announced fuel prices in LNR will be dropping to Russian levels. This is while a war is 
being fought. 


Water has been an issue for the last four years and part of LNR's water supply is 
purchased from Ukraine. Pasichnik has ordered pipelines from LNR's own aquifers be 
rebuilt to solve this problem. Redundancy is a consideration for the design of the project. 


If one water main is down for repair or maintenance, a second water main will be put in 
use according to the building specifications. 


The farming industry was in tatters because of the war. The current government is 
working to increase yields of high-quality grains like wheat. LNR has achieved food 
security for the republic. This by itself is an incredible feat given the fluidity of the situation 
with the civil war. 


As part of the reforms, Pasichnik ordered the customs borders be taken down between 
LNR and DNR on April 1, 2018. DNR still needs to reciprocate but it is only logical 
considering how closely both republics need to cooperate. 


Along with all these concrete reforms, LNR is also writing new equitable laws to replace 
the old corpus. More importantly, reformation of the judicial system is underway. 
Currently, the family courts are complete and work has begun on Supreme Court reform. 


It is easy to see why Condoleezza Rice would be a little upset when little tiny upstart 
countries believe in federalized representative governance and can build a society even 
with all the stumbling blocks and chaff the US and Europe throw at it. While Ukraine, 
Rice's model of what a European country should be, looks anemic by comparison. 


Its easy to have the support of the EU and the USA and make these reforms when they 
give you billions of dollars to do so. It's certainly easier to jumpstart an economy when the 
economic zones are in safe areas. 


Pashichnik and his political party Peace for Lugansk (Мир Луганщине) have shown the 
world they can do it on their own. This is what former Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice 
is concerned Russia will tell the world. 


We're going to start exploring the reforms listed above as well as others going on in 
depth. We'l also get to know his party and the other political parties in LNR. I like looking 
at concrete results and Pasichnik is providing that in a substantial way. 


After being here from before the beginning of Kiev's Euromaidan coup, you get a little- 
jaded writing about politics and political leaders. From my perspective, it's a shame he 
and his party wasn't elected in the first place. | believe both republics would be in a better 
place. 


After taking a real look at this overview, how do political leaders where you live measure 
up? 


Survivors' Stories — Investigative Committee of Russia 
"A SHELL EXPLODED RIGHT IN FRONT OF ME": 70-YEAR-OLD DONETSK RESIDENT NOW 
LIVES WITH UKRAINIAN SHELL FRAGMENT IN HER EYE 


July 24, 2014, saw a lot of military action around Donetsk, as both the city and surrounding areas came under 
massive shell fire from Ukrainian armed forces. Many innocent civilians were wounded or killed in the attack. 
Among the survivors is Lyudmila Kasatkina, 70, who is now scarred for life. In an interview with Russia Today, 
Ms. Kasatkina recalled the events of the summer of 2014. 


It was a difficult time. Donetsk residents had to be on constant lookout for attacks while going about their 
daily routines, as they could come any moment. Ms. Kasatkina is retired and lives in a house in Donetsk's 
Petrovsky District. She took cover from the shelling in the basement, sometimes even spending the night 
there. 

On the morning of June 24, 2014, she recalls that she was doing some work in the garden when she first heard 
the shells exploding. The sound got louder and louder, so Lyudmila hurried to reach basement, but she didn't 
make it. 

"| was almost at the door when a shell exploded just about a dozen meters from me, and got hit by the wave 
of debris. | ran into the house and looked in the mirror. It was horrible. My face was covered in blood". 
Lyudmila didn't give in to panic. She washed her wounds and hid in the basement until the next morning. Her 
injuries became worse, however. The inflammation was spreading, and her right eye began to hurt. She waited 
one more day before seeking medical help. 


As the fragment was lodged in her skull, the condition was inoperable because surgery would present too 
great a risk for a senior. Since then, Ms. Kasatkina has been forced to constantly seek medical support and has 
lost sight in her right eye. 


Pervomaisc/Sokologorovka, Summer of 2014 
victims of Ukrainian shellings among civilians 
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‘Inhuman’: DPR blames Ukraine’s 
forces for hampering humanitarian 
aid delivery to Donbass 


According to the Foreign Ministry of the self-proclaimed 
Donetsk People’s Republic, Kiev had been shelling a local 
settlement, where the humanitarian convoy was to cross into 
the republic, for two consecutive days 


DONETSK, February 25./TASS/. Kiev’s troops are blocking the delivery of 
humanitarian cargoes from the UN and the International Committee of 
the Red Cross by means of targeted shelling of Donbass, the Foreign 
Ministry of the self-proclaimed Donetsk People’s Republic (DPR) said on 
Thursday. 


"Being informed about the planned transits of humanitarian convoys of 
the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees and the ICRC to the 
territory of the Donetsk and Lugansk people’s republics (DPR and LPR), 
the Ukrainian side has staged a thoroughly planned and targeted 
inhuman action," the ministry said in a report posted on its Telegram 
channel. It specified that for two successive days, Kiev had been shelling 
"the settlement of Yelenovka, where a humanitarian convoy was to cross 
into the republic via the Yelenovka-Novotroitskoye checkpoint." 


Donbass emphasized that Kiev's troops were using heavy weaponry, 
saying that a civilian had been wounded and infrastructure facilities had 


been damaged as a result. In view of this instigating activity by Kiev, the 
republic has appealed to the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission. "We see 
the blocking of humanitarian deliveries by the Ukrainian side as cynical 
and going against all international rules and principles," the ministry 
stressed. 


It referred to the Special Representative of the OSCE Chairperson-in- 
Office in Ukraine and in the Trilateral Contact Group, Ambassador Heidi 
Grau, "with an appeal to sway the Ukrainian side into ending the 
antihuman provocations." 


The ministry emphasized that through its activity, Kiev was intentionally 
escalating tensions in the conflict zone and putting pressure on the LPR 
in a key issue of coordinating the work of checkpoints along the contact 
line near the settlements of Shchastye and Zolotoye, whose discussion 
has been carried out for almost two years within the framework of the 
Contact Group for the settlement in Donbass. 


Ukrainian troops once again shelled Yelenovka, DPR, on Thursday 
morning, the Joint Control and Coordination Commission (JCCC) 
reported. 


Yelenovka is under attack for the second day in a row. A house and a 
power line were damaged on Wednesday. Local authorities urged 
residents to relocate for their safety. The Ukrainian forces also shelled 
the settlement of Alexandrovka on Wednesday. 


DPR leader Denis Pushilin said that in the wake of Wednesday's shelling, 
the Republic must brace for any developments. 


Survivors' Stories — Investigative Committee of Russia 
"SMOKE AND BLOOD EVERYWHERE": ANASTASIA RUBAN TALKS ABOUT THE DAY 
UKRAINIAN FORCES SHELLED A BEACH IN HER HOMETOWN 


On August 13, 2014, the small town of Zugres in Donbass was targeted by the Ukrainian Air Force, and a public 
beach where many families were enjoying their day fell under artillery fire there as well. More than 20 people 
were killed and dozens were injured that day. Among the victims was local resident Anastasia Ruban. In an 
interview with RT, she recalls the details of that tragic day. 


Twenty-four-year-old Anastasia Ruban was on the beach with her two-year-old son Maksim and her friend 
Denis Deryuzhkin when the Ukrainian forces opened fire with a Smerch heavy multiple rocket launcher. One of 
the shells landed right next to them. 


"Denis managed to shield me and Maksim with his own body," Anastasia says. "When things calmed down, | 
got up, grabbed my son, and ran as far away from the beach as possible, to hide. Denis was lying there on the 
beach, all covered in blood." 


Hiding her son in a nearby bush, the girl hurried back and saw that her friend had been wounded in the head, 
and his whole body was cut up by shrapnel. She herself had been wounded in the thigh and arm. The blood 
loss was too great, her head became cloudy, and Anastasia lost consciousness. 


She was brought to her senses by People's Militia officers who had arrived at the scene to evacuate the 
wounded. When Anastasia regained consciousness, she looked around for her son, but he was nowhere to be 
found. 


As it turned out, a family friend found her child on the beach after the shelling had stopped and took him 
home. Denis Deryuzhkin also survived, although doctors had to fight for his life in the operating room for 
several hours. Anastasia is still haunted by the injuries she received that day. 
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‘Like a precipice’: Children growing up with war on 
Europe's front line Jakub Laichter 


The New Humanitarian осоьег 18, 2021 


'No child should have ever seen what they have seen.' 





A school library in the village of Opytne. Soldiers have been training on the paintings of 
the children, leaving their faces marked with bullet holes. (Jakub Laichter/TNH) 


AVDIIVKA, Ukraine 
On the front line of the conflict in eastern Ukraine, nearly half a million children are living 
childhoods defined by war. 


"| see that war made people here negative, abusive, and violent," says 12-year-old 
Veronika. "That used to be just an adult thing, but children are now like that too here." 


Veronika writes poems — not about war, but about love. "That's the kind of world | would 
like to have around те,” she says. 


Earlier this year, Veronika and half a dozen other children spoke to photojournalist Jakub 
Laichter — along with their guardians, parents, and grandparents — from homes and 
military positions near the front line in and around Avdiivka, a government-controlled 


suburb of the rebel-occupied city of Donetsk. 


They shared their memories of peace, and their hopes for a time after war — one that has 
continued for eight long years. This is more than half a lifetime for Veronika; and a full 
lifetime for others. 


Яскраві зор, Bright stars 


Почуття блакитні, Blue feelings, 
Мов прірва, Like 3 precipice 
Що з'являється y сн! That appears in a dream, 
Dono 3’ (mae все It Consumes everything 
Що трапиться навколо - That happens around - 
Любовн! спогади, Romantic memories. 
Кохання на віки. The love for centuries 


some 430,000 children in Ukraine's frontline regions "live with psychological wounds and 
need ongoing support to address the emotional trauma of growing up in a prolonged 


conflict, according to UNICEF. 


Despite the government's increasing engagement in humanitarian response as the war 
has gone on — and the sustained efforts of a handful of NGOs in frontline regions — 
mental health support for children remains insufficient. And the pandemic and its 
economic fallout have weakened the healthcare system, decimating social services 
alongside vital infrastructure like water supplies and sanitation. 


‘I wish to be washed clean of my life’ 





{$ 9 o'clock at night and Мапка, 13, and her father Oleksiy are repairing a door in their 
kitchen. He is teaching her about different types of wood, why some furniture lasts longer 
than others, and what kind of paint is good for different surfaces. 


Their home is an elegant wooden house, dating from before the times of Soviet concrete. 
Now that it has been devastated by the war, there's a lot of work to be done. "We repair 
stuff all the time," says Marika. "Dad told me that once we finish we can go on vacation, 
but | don't think that's going to happen anytime soon." 


Marika's family lives in the old part of Avdiivka. Once home to thousands of families, this 
place used to be a snug of suburban cottages. Today, it lies half empty and in ruins, with 
most residents having moved to the new part of town, an industrial Soviet-era project. 
This is a grimmer place, but it offers more safety from artillery fire thanks to concrete- 
block buildings that are several storeys high. 


"| wish to be washed clean of my life here, to stop dreaming of what's going on," Marika 
says, referring to the normal lives she imagines children living elsewhere. 





‘Our cousin painted that explosion on the wall’ 
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some of the most intense fighting of the war has ripped through Avdiivka's old town, 
which is only a few hundred metres from the front line. 


"When the war began in 2014, we fled for two months," Marika recalls. "That was the 
worst. We didn't get far, about 70 kilometres from here. There was some shooting there 
too, but less than here in Avdiivka. | did not like it over there, but we were lucky: A few 
days after we left, a mortar shell flew through our house." 


Even after years of living with the conflict, children here are often somewhat innocent 
about the reality of the war. Many witness explosions on a daily basis — some destroy the 
lives of people close to them, others affect them more directly. 


For Marika, the fact their family home got hit is difficult to process. 


“| remember when we came back. It was horrible to see our home like that. The explosion 
tumed our home upside down. | think mum and dad cried, but they did not tell us," she 
says, adding: "Our cousin painted that explosion on the wall." 


‘I don't like my friends dying because of the war.’ 


\ 
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Its a Sunday afternoon. The yard is filled with sun and a warm breeze. Marika's family is 
enjoying the first barbeque of the year. Her mother, Svetlana, and Oleksiy are preparing 
vegetables and a few sausages for the grill. Marika is sitting with her cat high in the 
branches of a cherry tree. She is telling a story to Veronika, who is sitting in the grass 
below. 


Veronika and Marika are best friends from school and spend most of their free time 
together. “You are quiet. Speak with me," mutters Marika. “Shhh, writing а poem," 
Veronika whispers back under her breath. 


"| wrote my first poem on the second of October, but | am not sure what year it was - | 
forgot to write that down," says Veronika. "At first, not everyone liked it, but that was fine. | 
was too small to care. | remember when | showed it to my mother — she did not believe 
me. ‘You just copied it somewhere,’ she laughed. But I did not! | don't like when people 
ask me how | do it. Because | don't know. | just write lines and there they are. 


"Once, a boy from my class asked me to write а poem for him," Veronika continues. “| 
think he was surprised it was not in Russian. | like Ukrainian more, and | think he liked it 
too. It makes my poems feel better in some way. He asked me to sign it. But | don't have 
a signature [yet]. Maybe when | am older. | like to be 12. You are not too old yet and so 
you can still have a fun life. To be honest, | don't really want to grow up, and | think people 
can still enjoy my poems without the signature. 


"| tried to write poems about the war and what | see around me, but those things just don't 
come out of me. So | write poems about love... | don't know why the war is going on. | 
only know that | want it to stop so we can all live peacefully together. | had a friend. He 
was an old guy. | would go to him and we would speak; about poetry and everything... | 
remember my mother receiving this call. Her face did not look alright and | knew what 
happened. | think | did not smile after that for a long time. | don't like my friends dying 
because of the war. Lots of them did." 


Моє життя - велика книта. M y life is a big book. 
Y ній є безліч сторінок: There аге many pages in it: 
Сторінка радості, печалі, А раде of joy, of sadness, 
Велик! прояви думок. Great expressions of thoughts. 
Сторінка серця непохитна. A black раде of the heart. 
Життя MOE, мов білий лист. My life is like a white sheet. 
Маленьке серце має волю, The little heart has its will, 
Велику думу, сильну мщь. Great mind and might. 


Veronika is suddenly reminded by a distant explosion of the approaching dusk and stops 
her monologue. She knows she should go home, but she doesn't really want to. 
Veronika's parents don't let her come here as often as she would like. Marika's house is 
just a couple of hundred metres from Veronika's, but here that can often be the difference 
between relative safety and danger. Svetlana encourages her to leave. “I will take you 
home,” she says. "Don't make your parents angry." 


They walk together through the dark street. The air smells of gunpowder, but it is quiet. 
Veronika is finishing her last thought: “I don't remember much of life before the war. | was 
just five. | remember being able to visit my friends and family in Donetsk. | think it never 
rained and it was always sunny. Our town was just full of positive energy; but now it is 
destroyed. | guess it is like black and white, before and after. It is like my poems. For 
white, there always needs to be some black, and one needs to come after each other." 
Then, they disappear into the night. 


| don't want the kids to cry anymore’ 
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It is after midnight. Marika's parents are sitting in the kitchen. They don't know what 
awaits them. Everything seems uncertain. The possibility of another full-blown separatist 
invasion seems inescapable, and with it also the fear they might need to flee their home 
once again. 


Svetlana works at a local school, and Oleksiy is involved with a variety of local projects 
aimed at improving conditions for civilians near the front line, among other things helping 
a psychologist twice a week to travel to other villages and towns where such help is 
scarce. The couple could have fled already, but instead they have both devoted their lives 
to trying to build a better future for what's left of their community. But living with such 
unpredictable tomorrows is testing their resolve. 


"Last weekend, we visited Sviatohirsk to see a place we could possibly go to for a little bit. 
Perhaps we could flee there? It's nice over there: We call it Sviatohirsk, Switzerland of 
Donbas,” confides Oleksiy. "What аге we going to solve then?" responds Svetlana. "We 
cannot keep running from place to place. We are going to be without home, work, 
friends." But then she adds: "| don't want the kids to cry anymore." 


'Nothing changes here' 


Cold March rains drench the trenches in the forest where Vitaly is stationed outside 
Avdiivka, lending everything the gloomy air so typical of the Donbas steppe. Cut power 
lines hang from the lonely poles. 


Vitaly shivers in the chill of the wind. He is sitting with other soldiers, drinking instant 
coffee from disposable plastic cups that have been used time and time again. The whistle 
of an incoming mortar shell fills the air. Vitaly mutters as he spills the coffee. Instincts kick 
in. The soldiers get low to the ground. Everyone slides to the safety of a muddy trench. 
The shell whips through the air a few dozen metres above the soldiers heads and slams 
into the field behind them. 


"Nothing changes here, no? Bullets fizz above your head. Shells are falling. You can't 
even have your goddamn cup of coffee," Vitaly says, slightly panting. 
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‘Daddy, when will you come home?’ 
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In the early days of the conflict, feelings of nationalism and a fear of invasion spurred 
thousands of Ukrainians to volunteer to head east to fight for their nation. Vitaly was one 
of them. He joined a volunteer battalion, “Azov”. Later, he became part of the official 
Ukrainian army. "It has been seven long years. By some measures, a lot has happened; 
by others, not so much. You see, | am still standing in this God-forsaken trench." 
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Vitaly recounts a happier time, when his five-year-old daughter Arina* was on the way. 


"In summer 2015, | called my wife, on 20 July, and told her that my phone was out of 
battery and gave her the number of my officer so she could call me on his phone. She 
was already in the hospital. | wish | could have had my phone, but we did not have 
electricity on the front line at that time." 


"Then, the next day, | see my officer, he is running to me through the trench and shouting: 
‘Vitaly! Phone! Your wife is calling!’ | take the phone, put it to my ear and | hear: ‘Vitaly, 
you have a daughter.’ | jump up, throw my gun to the air and shout over the minefields, ‘| 
have a daughter! | have a daughter" again and again, so everyone can hear, even people 
in Donetsk; and | cry and | run to my friends and | tell them, and | am so happy." 


"But sometimes now it is not that ‘happy’. In three months, she is going to be six years 
old. Six years, and | am still sitting in the trench, seeing my daughter at best just a couple 
of times a year. Now when | call, she asks me: ‘Daddy, when will you come home?’ | tell 
her: ‘Soon, but | am busy now.’ She is like: ‘Dad when аге you going to be free?’ | must 
tell her that she needs to understand. Then she says: ‘I love уои, but often she just 
cries." 


‘We saw tanks burning’ 
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Anja, 12, and her younger sister grew up with their grandmother, Sveta, on the outskirts 
of Avdiivka. Sveta wishes they could live far from the war. “No child should have ever 
seen what they have seen,” she says, recalling the early days of the conflict. “Every day, 
they would bring dead bodies of soldiers from the forest... They would come to us and cry. 


“We saw tanks burning,” she continues. “Anja was crying when the soldiers were jumping 
out, burning alive. There on the road (she points out of the window), they drove into the 
minefield.” 


"Do you remember something from the time before the war?" Sveta asks Anja. “I dont 
even remember when the war started, it just always has been here,” Anja replies. 


“We cannot bring up our children in a normal way. Everything is destroyed,” says Sveta. 
“War destroyed our plans, our future. | just wanted to live quietly with my pension, but 
now even that seems pointless. [Anja] was born just before the war started. She will 
remember only war, that's all.” 


"When you hear ііі’, we run and hide.’ 


25. 
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Time passes slowly. Nobody says a word. Kids lie on the ground, drawing. Baba Sveta 
sits by the stove, silently, not moving, seemingly absorbed by the crackling of the fire. 


As the evening comes, the shelling starts. But no one seems bothered by the sound of 
explosions. Sveta calmly pours another cup of tea for Anja and moves closer to the fire. 


Anja is drawing one of her favourite chicks. They live inside, in the bedroom. When she is 
done, she lifts one of the chicks from the box next to her bed. She calls him Zhora. She 
sits with him by the fire. “Pipi pi pi pip — that's you, a little chick", she imitates the sound 


window. 


“Name changed at the request of a guardian. The other families, interviewed in April and 
May 2021, preferred to be identified only by their first names. Ages are correct as of the 
date of interview. 


Edited by Andrew Gully. 


Joint Letter to Ukraine's Minister of Interior Affairs and 
Prosecutor General Concerning Radical Groups 


June 14, 2018 


Minister of Interior Arsen Avakov 
Ministry of Internal Affairs 
Academician Bogomolets St., 10 
Kyiv, 01601, Ukraine 


Prosecutor General Yuriy Lutsenko 
13/15 Riznytska St. 
Kyiv, 01011, Ukraine 


Dear Minister Avakov and Mr. Lutsenko, 


We are writing on behalf of Amnesty International, Front Line Defenders, Human Rights 
Watch and Freedom House to ask that Ukrainian authorities urgently take steps to 
strongly condemn and effectively address attacks and intimidation by radical groups that 
are promoting hatred and discrimination. While Ukrainian authorities have responded in a 
few instances to such attacks, the authorities have so far failed in recent months to 
respond to most incidents, which has created an atmosphere of near total impunity that 
cannot but embolden these groups to commit more attacks. It is no surprise that the 
number of violent attacks and threats by such groups is growing, as the inadequate 
response from the authorities sends a message that such acts are tolerated. We urge you 
to take effective action to prevent and stop acts that promote hatred and discrimination 
and hold those responsible to account. 


Hiding under a veneer of patriotism and what they describe as "traditional values", 
members of these groups have been vocal about their contempt for and intent to harm 
women’s rights activists, ethnic minorities, lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and 
intersex (LGBTI) people, and others who hold views that differ from their own. These acts 
are restricting the peaceful exercise of their human rights and is further shrinking the 
space for civil society for groups that they believe do not have a right to public 
representation or participation in civic life. 


Violent attacks by groups that promote hatred and discrimination 


In recent months, our four organizations have noted a significant increase in physical 
attacks, threats, and intimidation against LGBTI activists, women's rights activists, and 
other human rights defenders and journalists. In most cases, those responsible for the 
attacks have enjoyed impunity for their actions and have not been prosecuted. The 
National Police of Ukraine has particularly not responded consistently with adequate 


measures to the relevant threats and attacks. In at least two incidents, described below, 
national police officers, who were present when assailants threatened or attacked 
activists, failed to intervene and showed no intention to deal with such crimes. 


since the beginning of 2018, members of radical groups such as C14, Right Sector, 
Traditsii i Poryadok, Karpatska Sich and others have carried out at least two dozen violent 
attacks, threats, or instances of intimidation in Kyiv, Vinnitsa, Uzhgorod, Lviv, Chemivtsi, 
Ivano-Frankivsk and other Ukrainian cities. The law enforcement authorities have rarely 
launched investigations into the threats and attacks committed by these groups. In the 
cases where investigations were launched, there is no indication that effective 
investigative measures were undertaken, and perpetrators were identified, despite 
attackers publicly claiming, in some cases, responsibility for the attacks on social media. 


On March 8, International Women's Day, members of radical groups attacked the 
participants of the Women's March in Kyiv, physically assaulting them and using pepper 
spray. The police officers present at the scene merely observed the attacks and took no 
steps to stop them or detain them. Police filed administrative offense charges against one 
of the marchers who was attacked, but to the best of our knowledge filed no charges 
against the assailants. Women's rights activists were also violently attacked in Lviv and 
Uzhgorod during their respective peaceful rallies on the same day. 


On April 20, about five members of C14, a radical group that promotes hatred and 
discrimination, acting in their capacity as municipal patrols of the Holoseevsky City 
District, attacked a Roma settlement in Kyiv. A widely circulated video shows how the 
masked attackers chased women and small children with rocks and pepper spray after 
burning down their tents. Two criminal investigations have been launched, but we are not 
aware of any results. 


On May 10, about 30 members of other groups that use violence and advocate hatred 
disrupted an event organized in Kyiv by Amnesty International, at which it was planned to 
discuss human rights violations against LGBTI people in Russia and Ukraine. The 
attackers blocked the entrance to the venue and shouted death threats at the organizers 
and participants. Police officers from the Pechersky District Unit present at the scene 
refused to interfere and made homophobic comments against Amnesty International's 
staff. It was only after the organizers contacted the police emergency hotline and 
following the arrival of members of Kyiv City Patrol Police at the scene, that participants 
were evacuated, but the event had to be cancelled that day. Amnesty International has 
since filed complaints with the police regarding the police officers' failure to protect the 
event's participants and organizers from intimidation and discrimination. At time of writing, 
we have no information about whether an investigation has been launched yet. 


On May 19, about 50 members of other groups, including some whom witnesses 
identified as involved in the violence on March 8 and May 10 in Kyiv, disrupted the 
Festival of Equality in Chernivtsi. Despite numerous prior meetings and reassurances 
from the local police, they did not effectively protect the event and allowed clearly 
identifiable people from these groups into the indoor event venue, putting participants’ 
safety and well-being at risk. The police then led the event's organizers and participants 


outside on the pretext that there was а bomb threat, where assailants attacked them by 
throwing heavy objects, including hammers, at them. At time of writing, we have no 
information about whether an investigation into this incident has been launched. 


We are deeply concerned by the inaction of the Ukrainian authorities in responding to the 
attacks and intimidation described above. The near-total impunity enjoyed by members of 
groups that promote hatred and discrimination through violent means creates the 
impression that these attacks are tolerated by the Ukrainian authorities. 


"Policing" activities by groups promoting hatred and discrimination 


We are also concemed about media reports which indicate that some municipal 
administrations have recruited individuals from groups that promote hatred and 
discrimination to conduct "policing activities", such as patrolling the streets and 
performing "policing" functions during peaceful demonstrations or pickets. While citizen 
assistance of law enforcement authorities may be compatible with Ukrainian and 
intemational human rights law, such volunteers have no greater power or exemptions 
than citizens of the general population. They do not have the authority to use force in any 
circumstance and they may not exercise the powers of restraint, detention, or 
confiscation, including for example of flags or banners used at a rally. 


If any official status is to be granted to volunteer officers and they are to be allowed to use 
any special powers ordinarily reserved for trained law enforcement, such as the power to 
use force or detain individuals, these volunteers must be bound by the same standards 
and mechanisms as regular law enforcement officials. As such they should be fully 
trained in the law and standards applicable and must be clearly identifiable to third parties 
so that if they abuse their power they can be held accountable. 


We call on the Ministry of Interior, the National Police of Ukraine, the Prosecutor 
General's Office of Ukraine, and Ukraine's political leaders to meet their obligations to 
guarantee the rights to freedom of peaceful assembly and expression, and the right to 
safety and security to all people in Ukraine. The perpetrators of these violent attacks 
should be held to account through independent and impartial investigations. The 
Ukrainian police must be clearly instructed on how to effectively prevent or stop members 
of groups that promote hatred and discrimination from using violence and intimidation 
against ethnic groups, LGBTI people, human rights defenders, and other groups and 
individuals targeted. 


We urge you to swiftly respond to these recent instances of violence and intimidation with 
unambiguous public condemnation, and conducting prompt, thorough, impartial, and 
independent investigations to hold those responsible to account. This would be an 
important first step to preventing these acts from happening again in the future. 


We also call on the Ukrainian law enforcement agencies to take effective steps to prevent 
the unlawful use of force or acts of intimidation by members of groups that promote 
hatred and discrimination and investigate any complaints about their actions, in order to 
bring anyone found responsible to justice. We also urge Ukrainian law enforcement 


agencies to take immediate action to address and prevent discrimination and intolerance 
within its ranks by taking appropriate action towards officers who use discriminatory or 
derogatory language towards people they are supposed to protect. 


Ukrainian leaders and law enforcement officials should develop an effective set of 
measures that goes beyond response to crimes and includes regular monitoring and 
engagement to identify and address problems before they deteriorate into further human 
rights violations. 


Sincerely, 


Hugh Williamson 
Director, Europe and Central Asia Division 
Human Rights Watch 


Marie Struthers 
Director, Eastern Europe and Central Asia Regional Office 
Amnesty International 


Andrew Anderson 
Director 
Front Line Defenders 


Marc Behrendt 
Director, Europe and Eurasia Programs 
Freedom House 


СТАЛКЕР ZONE 


(https://www.stalkerzone.org/) 





THE GENOCIDE IN DONBASS CONTINUES... 


April 10, 2020 


"We thought that we were saving our brothers and sisters on the territory occupied by the Russian aggressors,” a 
captured Ukrainian paratrooper told me in 2014, “but it turned out that there is no need to save anyone..." — he said this 
as if he understood and accepted the choice of the residents of Donbass, recognising their right to be different and to 
live according to their own laws. But. After the captivity of the mentioned paratrooper came to the end, he went to war 
again, "because it's necessary to exterminate at the root the contagion of separatism at all price ..." Those like him, who 
in six years of war did not understand anything and do not want to understand, are countless. They save us by killing 
us... 


Everyone remembers the terrible symbol of the war in Donbass — Madonna of Gorlovka. A beautiful woman who was 
killed and maimed by the explosion of a Ukrainian shell with a baby in her arms. Today in Gorlovka another “Madonna” 
was killed... who had not yet experienced the joy of motherhood, who had not left a child behind her. Why did this 
happen? Because there are obsessed bastards for whom "it's necessary to exterminate at the root the contagion of 
separatism at all price..." 


Ivan Prikhodko, the mayor of the long suffering Gorlovka which is constantly under fire, wrote with grief: "Citizens of 
Ukraine, 'warriors', | am addressing you. Can you tell me what passport Miroslava had? She didn't even have a DPR 
Passport! And after that you say that you are fighting against Russian army..?" 





Аве 


—* 


< У: 
ЫЗ 
€ 








No, dear Ivan Sergeevich (Prikhodko), Ukrainian “warriors” are not fighting the Russian army, and they understand this 


very well, they have always understood it. They kill us purposely. And each of them knows perfectly well that — 
according to the UN definition — it is genocide — "acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, 
ethnical, racial or religious group, as such.” And also: “Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to 


bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part..." 


Ukrainian “warriors” and their Western curators are deliberately destroying us. Systematically. Knowing what they are 
doing and why. They are putting into practice a long-established program of genocide. 


| am addressing to you, Andrey, a Ukrainian paratrooper who was captured by me in August 2014. And to all like you — 
murderers who justify their desire to kill and to punish disobedient people via cowardly shelling by citing "Russian 
aggression" and "defending national interests..." — | remember you, the time will come and | will definitely find you... 
And all your kind, murderers, will be found... All of you will be punished in accordance with what you have done. And 

it will be found out: if your souls are put on the scales — all of you are lighter than emptiness... 


— Gennady Dubovoy 


Ukraine's Got a Real Problem with Far-Right Violence 


Atlantic Council by Josh cohen June 20, 2018 





It sounds like the stuff of Kremlin propaganda, but it’s not. Last week Hromadske Radio 
revealed that Ukraine's Ministry of Youth and Sports is funding the neo-Nazi group C14 to 
promote “national patriotic education projects” in the country. On June 8, the Ministry 
announced that it will award C14 a little less than $17,000 for a children's camp. It also 
awarded funds to Holosiyiv Hideout and Educational Assembly, both of which have links 
to the far-right. The revelation represents a dangerous example of law enforcement tacitly 
accepting or even encouraging the increasing lawlessness of far-right groups willing to 
use violence against those they don't like. 


since the beginning of 2018, C14 and other far-right groups such as the Azov-affiliated 
National Militia, Right Sector, Karpatska Sich, and others have attacked Roma groups 
several times, as well as anti-fascist demonstrations, city council meetings, an 

event hosted by Amnesty International, art exhibitions, LGBT events, and 
environmental activists. On March 8, violent groups launched attacks 

against International Women's Day marchers in cities across Ukraine. In only a few of 
these cases did police do anything to prevent the attacks, and in some they 

even arrested peaceful demonstrators rather than the actual perpetrators. 


Intemational human rights groups have sounded the alarm. After the March 8 attacks, 
Amnesty International warned that "Ukraine is sinking into a chaos of uncontrolled 
violence posed by radical groups and their total impunity. Practically no one in the country 
can feel safe under these conditions." Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, 
Freedom House, and Front Line Defenders warned in a letter that radical groups acting 
under "a veneer of patriotism" and "traditional values" were allowed to operate under an 
"atmosphere of near total impunity that cannot but embolden these groups to commit 
more attacks." 





To be clear, far-right parties like Svoboda perform poorly in Ukraine's polls and elections, 
and Ukrainians evince no desire to be ruled by them. But this argument is a bit of "red 
herring." It's not extremists' electoral prospects that should сопсет Ukraine's friends, but 
rather the state's unwillingness or inability to confront violent groups and end their 
impunity. Whether this is due to a continuing sense of indebtedness to some of these 
groups for fighting the Russians or fear they might turn on the state itself, it's a real 
problem and we do no service to Ukraine by sweeping it under the rug. 


The anti-democratic ideology these groups espouse runs counter the values of the 
Euromaidan. Ukrainians took to the streets to confront former President Yanukovych 
because they wanted to live in a democratic state where everyone is held accountable. 
Honoring the values of Euromaidan therefore requires Kyiv to protect all citizens, 
regardless of ethnicity, sexuality, or political views. 


Far-right impunity also represents a dangerous threat to Ukraine's statehood. It's been 
long understood in Western political and legal philosophy that the state must have a 
monopoly on violence in order to be a legitimate state, and when a state loses this 
monopoly, society starts to break down. Ukraine's certainly nowhere near this point, but it 
shouldn't take any chances either. 


Kyiv should understand that turning a blind eye toward all of this activity risks damaging 
Ukraine's international reputation. The Kremlin won't hesitate to cynically use the far 
right's activities to push its false claim that Ukraine is a hornet's nest of fascists, while 
Kyiv could also lose support in the West for its inaction. 


Luckily, the authorities still have time to nip things in the bud if they act now. President 
Petro Poroshenko could start by enacting a "zero-tolerance" policy on unsanctioned 
vigilantism and direct authorities to cleanse law enforcement agencies of far-right 
sympathizers such as Sergei Korotkykh, who heads the National Police's head of security 
for sites of strategic importance. 





Govemment agencies at all levels should also stop cooperating with far-right groups. In 
addition to the Youth Ministry's problematic funding, C14 and a Kyiv city district 

recently signed an agreement allowing C14 to establish a "municipal guard" to patrol the 
streets; three such militia-run guard forces are already registered in Kyiv, and twenty-one 
operate in other cities as well. And C14's dangerous leader Yevhen Karas even boasts 
openly about cooperating with the Security Services of Ukraine (SBU). All this needs to 
end and state officials found to be cooperating with extremists must be removed. 








Finally, its important that Poroshenko and other senior government officials publicly 
condemn extreme organizations like C14 and speak out in support of marginalized 
groups. As three straight years of incident-free Kyiv Pride events demonstrate, the state 
certainly possesses the capability to deter far-right vigilantism if it wants to. However, the 
authorities are clearly aware of Kyiv Pride's international visibility and the real test will 
come once the bright lights disappear. 


It won't be easy to end far-right impunity, but the government must summon the will to do 
SO nOW. 


Josh Cohen is a former USAID project officer who managed economic reform projects 
throughout the former Soviet Union. He is a contributor to Reuters, Foreign Policy, the 
Washington Post, and others. 
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Ukrainian nationalists and servicemen of the Azov neo-nazi 


battalion demonstrate in Kiev in 2022 


What's Behind Ukraine's Shocking "National Druzhyna" 


Militia? By Sofia Fedeczko and Matthew Kupfer 





Hromadske International Feb 4 2018 


On February 4, residents of Kyiv took to the streets in protest. They gathered to speak out 
against the legitimization of paramilitary movements in Ukraine and carried signs that read 
“When people march in formation, there is no freedom!” and “Society without violence!” 


The protesters were responding to a previous demonstration that had shocked many in 
Ukraine. On January 28, almost 600 members of an organization called National Druzhyna 
— founded by veterans of the far-right Azov Batallion — marched through the center of 
Kyiv. The marchers then "swore an oath" to defend public order. 
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National Druzhyna is a project run by the so-called Azov Circle, an organization associated 
with the Azov Battalion of the National Guard of Ukraine and its veterans. In 2017, former 
soldiers from the regiment created the National Corps political party headed by MP Andriy 
Biletsky, who was previously associated with other organizations, such as Civil Corps and 
Protection and Reconstruction of the Country. 


According to the State Register of Legal Entities, the founders of the National Druzhyna non- 
govemmental organization (МСО), which is registered in Кум, are three veterans of the Azov 
regiment: Ihor Kashka, Artem Klimin and Maksym Klymka. 
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Another former Azov soldier is listed as its leader: Ihor Bober. However, a former 
commander of the Azov Battalion, Ihor Mykhailenko calls himself National Druzhyna's 
commander. 


National Druzhyna formed in the summer of 2017, according to information on the 
organisation's website. It now has branches in 13 regions of Ukraine. 


As lhor Bober explained to Hromadske, National Druzhyna now has NGO status in Кум. 
However, in other cities like Lutsk or Cherkasy, they are considered to be a civic formation 
for the protection of public order. 


‘In Kyiv, we are still working on re-registering the documents,” he explained. 
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However, Oleh Kuyavsky, the head of the Kyiv Directorate for Interaction with Law 
Enforcement Bodies, told Hromadske that the local authorities have not yet received the 
relevant documents from National Druzhyna. 


We met with them and we realized that they were more interested in distributing information 
about themselves, rather than patrolling the streets with the police, " he said. 


On January 28, around 600 "druzhynnyky" — a term that refers to members of civilian 
patrols during Soviet times — from across the country swore a so-called oath in Kyiv. They 
marched through the center of the capital dressed in masks and camouflaged uniforms 
reminiscent of the paramilitary groups of 1920s Germany, which went on to become the 
National Socialist German Workers' Party (Nazi Party). 


According to Ihor Mykhailenko, many of the National Druzhyna members follow the ideology 
of "modern nationalism," upon which the "National Corps" party was founded. 
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For four years in a row, National Corps and soldiers of the Azov Battalion have faced 
allegations of supporting neo-Nazi ideology and using runic symbols, similar to those of 
Nazis. 


The Azov Battalion itself was founded in 2014 as a special-purpose militia primarily by 
members of the radical right-wing organization "Patriots of Ukraine" and football ultras, who 
often do not conceal their far-right views. 


When asked about National Druzhyna's funding source, the head of the organization said 
that it exists thanks to contributions from its participants. Ihor Mykhailenko refused to tell 
Hromadske what his own personal contribution was. 


The issue of financing is a sensitive subject for the Azov Circle. Both the regiment's leader 
and representatives from the political party have stated on numerous occasions that they 
exist on donations from "Good Samaritans," however they almost never mention any specific 
names. 


How does National Druzhyna defend law and order? 


The promotional videos for National Druzhyna include a wide range of activities — from 
fighting against poaching around the Kaniv Reservoir to shutting down illegal gambling halls. 


The law on "Citizen participation in the protection of public order and the state border, " which 
the leaders of National Druzhyna have repeatedly cited, states that representatives from 
civilian formations can be involved in patrolling the street, but only in cooperation with 
National Police officers. 
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"The police cant cope with protecting law and order... We are not going to patrol the streets 
with them...The work will be specific, if we find out about an underground casino, or that 
someone has drawn graffiti, or they are advertising drugs, we won't even beat them, we will 
just detain them until the police arrive,” |hor Mykhailenko says. 


Representatives from National Druzhyna generally interpret the law quite loosely. In a press 
conference in Кум on January 31, Ihor Mykhailenko did not deny that some members of the 
organisation are minors. 


"These 17-year-olds have already finished school, | dont see anything wrong with this,” he 
said. At the same time, the law on "citizen participation in the protection of public order and 
the state border" states that members of these civilian formations must be adults. 
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The law also bans civilian formation participants from using cold weapons or firearms. 
However, the form for joining National Druzhyna includes a question about possession of 
registered weapons. 


On the organisation's website and Facebook page, there are also a few images of weapons 
trainings. Ihor Mykhailenko explains this by saying that the National Druzhyna must be ready 
to move from defending law and order to serving on the frontline or the "partisan fight against 
the occupiers.” 


What rights do militia members have? 


According to the law “On citizen participation in guarding public order and the state border,” 
participants in civilian formations must wear armbands and carry identification approved by 
the local authorities. In that case, they have the right to 


Check civilians’ documents. 


Write citations for misdemeanor violations of the law. 


Detain and deliver individuals who commit malicious disobedience and refuse to cease 
committing a misdemeanor offenses to a police station or to their own headquarters — but 
only in cooperation with representatives of the National Police. 


Enter clubs, cinemas, stadiums, and other public places with the consent of the owner in 
order to stop misdemeanor violations of the law and other crimes. They also may enter these 
facilities in pursuit of an offender. 


Use private means of transportation in emergency situations with the permission of the 
owner. 


Check drivers’ licenses and prevent people without the required documents or who are 
intoxicated from using means of transportation. 


Use physical force, pepper spray or traumatic weapons and other special instruments for 
self-defense and the defense of citizens and administrative buildings from mass unrest. 


How many "druzhynnyky" are there in Ukraine and who are they protecting? 


Hromadske appealed to the National Police of Ukraine for information on how many civilian 
formations like National Druzhyna are registered. However we have not yet received a 
response. 


According to Oleh Kuyavsky, there are currently three similar organizations registered in 
Kyiv. Other cities also have them. The Mykolaiv city council website, for example, states that, 
as of April 1, 2015, there are 13 organizations like this registered in the city. And the Sumy 
city council website states that there are eight of these formations as of March 2014. 


Pro-Kiev terrorist 
throws a Molotov 
cocktail at the 
burning Trade 
Union building in 
Odessa, killing 48 
people trapped 
inside. May 2, 2014 
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"Previously, private security firms were frequently registered with the status of civilian 
formations. Thus, their fighters received the right that to carry traumatic weaponry," says 
Oleh Bondarchuk, the civilian head of the Kyiv City Council's commission on law 
enforcement, law and order and corruption prevention and a member of the nationalist 
Svoboda political party. "Then these 'formations' took part in conflicts with developers and 
other business disputes, de facto becoming hired thugs.” 
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Svoboda, Right Sector, 
and Azov Corps rally on 
the third anniversary of 
the ousting of pro- 
Russian president 
Viktor Yanukovich 
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Representatives of National Corps and the Azov Circle organization have repeatedly taken 
part in conflicts surrounding construction in Kyiv and other cities. In 2017, members of the 
Kyiv ATO Veterans' Union — a union of former fighters in the Anti-Terrorist Operation, 
Ukraine's official name for its war with Russia-led separatists in the east — created 
Municipal Guard, civilian formations to defend law and order. Its members were also 
supposed to work the streets in cooperation with police. 


The Kyiv city administration supported the project. Using the Municipal Guard as a 
foundation, it created a communal firm for protecting buildings and other objects belonging to 
the city. 


C14, another far-right organization, is also competing for leading positions in the Municipal 
Guard, C14's leader Yevhen Karas told the Glavkom news site. 
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Meanwhile, Kyiv police chief Yury Zozulya says that no civilian formations are currently 
patrolling the streets with the police. "This is my position: You want to defend law and order? 
Join the police,” he says. 


However, Oleh Keyavsky explains that civilian formations cannot drive around with patrol 
police because they do not have the right uniforms. 


"My are resolving this problem. We are allocating funds for this," he says. But neighborhood 
foot patrols in cooperation with district police inspectors remain a priority, he adds. 


Crimeans Те! the Real Story of the Referendum and Their 
Lives Since 


MintPress News by Eva Bartlett re 





SIMFEROPOL, CRIMEA — In early August! traveled to Russia for the first time, partly out of 
interest in seeing some of the vast country with a tourist's eyes, partly to do some journalism 

in the region. It also transpired that while in Moscow | was able to interview Мапа Zakharova, 
spokeswoman of the Foreign Ministry. 


High on my travel list, however, was to visit Crimea and Donetsk People’s Republic (DPR) — 
the former a part of Russia, the latter an autonomous republic in the east of Ukraine, neither 
accurately depicted in Western reporting. Or at least that was my sense looking at 
independent journalists’ reports and those in Russian media. 


Both regions are native Russian-speaking areas; both opted out of Ukraine in 2014. In the 
case of Crimea, joining Russia (or actually rejoining, as most | spoke to in Crimea phrased it) 
was something people overwhelmingly supported. In the case of the Donbass region, the 
turmoil of Ukraine's Maidan coup in 2014 set things in motion for the people in the region to 
declare independence and form the Donetsk and Lugansk People’s Republics. 


In March 2014, Crimeans held a referendum during which 96 percent of voters chose to join 
Russia. This has been heavily disputed in Western media, with claims that Crimeans were 
forced to hold the referendum and claims of Russian troops on the streets “occupying” the 


peninsula. 


Because Western media insisted the referendum was a sham held under duress, and 
because they bandy about the term "pro-Russian separatists" for the people of the DPR, | 
decided to go and speak to people in these areas to hear what they actually want and feel. 


From the Russian mainland to the Crimean Peninsula 


From St. Petersburg, where | spent a few touristy days, | booked a flight to Simferopol, the 
capital of Crimea, and on August 22 | landed at the attractive new airport. A Russian- 
American friend, Vlad, flies in from Moscow and together we rent a car and drive to Alushta, 
a tourist-packed seaside area to the south. 


As we drive from the airport, Vlad can't get over the changes in the airport, which had been 
dank and barely functional when he last visited: 


When | came here at the end of 2014, Simferopol Airport was very dated: small and 

stuffy, low ceilings, small windows; the bathrooms didn't work, there was a constant 

stench in the air, and many facilities weren't working — even the baggage carousels 
didn't work properly. There were no restaurants or cafes, and no places to rent taxis. 
Now, its a world-class international airport." 


We drive south along smooth roads, passing endless vineyards on either side, flanked by 
low mountains. As Vlad drives, he comments on the condition of the roads, which five years 
prior were so rough "you had to swerve to dodge the potholes." 


Descending to the coast, along cypress tree-lined streets, we arrive in the hub of Alushta, 
park, and stroll along the seaside. The beach scenes could be anywhere: people sunbathing 
and swimming, jet-skiing, drinking beer and eating. In the touristy hub before the beach, a 
camival sort of feel and smell, a man playing the accordion, children's rides, upscale 
restaurants, and fast-food stalls. 
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Construction of the new bridge between Russia and Crimea 





Revelers enjoy the pristine Black Sea waters of Alushta. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


As it happens, we arrive on Russia's National Flag Day and while walking we come across a 
small event celebrating this with singers on stage and a crowd that, when we pass by again 
some hours later, has grown in size and enthusiasm. 


| remark on how kind and gentle people are here, just as in Russia. Vlad replies: 


It shouldn't be surprising — people are people anywhere. But Western media 
conditions us with stereotypes of Russians as cold and hard, vilifying an entire nation." 


The coastal city of Yalta lies further west along the peninsula. The drive there the following 
day is more beautiful still, the road flanked by mountains to one side, hills cascading down to 
the Black Sea on the other, endless wineries and, before Yalta itself, the stunning cliff-top 
castle known as “Swallow's Nest." 


In the evening, we stay in the home of Vlad's friend Tata, a Russian woman who moved to 
Crimea in 2012. 


Since there was so much hype in Western media about a Russian takeover of the peninsula, 
| ask the burning questions: Were Crimeans forced to take part in the referendum? What was 
the mood like around that time? Tata replied: 


| never saw so many people in my life go out to vote, of their own free will. There was а 
period before the referendum, maybe about two months, during which there were two 
holidays: International Women's Day, March 8, and Defender of the Fatherland Day, 
February 23. 


Normally, people would go away on vacation during these holidays. But that year, 
Crimeans didn't go anywhere; they wanted to be sure they were here during the 
referendum. We felt the sense of a miracle about to happen. People were anxiously 
awaiting the referendum. 


There were military tents in the city, but they were not erected by the military, but by 
local men. They would stand there every day, and people could come and sign a 
document calling for a referendum. 


| went one day and asked if | could add my name but | couldn't, because | have а 
Russian passport. Only Crimean citizens could sign it. This was the fair way to do it. 


At that time, my husband was in America. One day, he was watching CNN and got 
scared and called me because he saw reports of soldiers in the streets, an ‘invasion’ 
by Russia. 


The local navy came from Sevastopol to Yalta and anchored their ships off the coast, 
made a blockade to ensure no larger Ukrainian or other ships could come and attack. 


But | never saw tanks, | never saw Russian soldiers. | never saw any of that in the city." 
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Young boys enjoy a local skate park м Sevastopool. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


| asked Tata about how life had changed after the referendum: 


When | came here in December 2012, everything was dilapidated and run down. The 
nice roads you were driving on, they didn't exist when we were a part of Ukraine. | 
didn't understand why Crimea was still a part of Ukraine. It was Russian land ever 
since the Tsars, the imperial time of Russia. This is where the Russian soul is, and the 
soul of the Russian navy. 


After the Soviet Union collapsed, it wasn't the will of the Crimean people to join 
Ukraine. People were always Russian here; they always identified as Russian. Ukraine 
understood this well, and put nothing into Crimea, as punishment. Ukraine didn't build 
any hospitals, kindergartens or roads. 


In the past four years, the Crimean govemment has built 200 new kindergartens. This 
is the most obvious example of how things have improved. They also built the new 
Simferopol airport. 


| worked in aviation. It took three years to build an airport of this standard in 
Yekaterinburg, Russia. It took half a year in Simferopol." 


International Jazz Festival 





On my third day in Crimea, we drive eastward anew, driving for hours through the gorgeous 
countryside, along winding and rolling roads flanked by jagged mountains, past an 
exceptionally beautiful church (Nicholas Church Lighthouse) overlooking the coast, and 
down along the sea through more touristy seaside towns and past lines of day tents along 
the beach. The local FM radio plays a variety of both Russian and Western songs. 


Finally, after night falls, we drive into the city of Koktebel, where an annual Jazz Festival is 
starting. 





Buskers entertain passersby at the annual Koktebel Jazz Festival. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


During all these hours of driving, the roads are smooth and well-trafficked, and | don't see a 
single Russian military vehicle. 


The next day, | walk through Koktebel, taking in the local markets brimming with produce, 
cheeses, and other goods, and every so often come across a streetside stand laden with 
fresh fruits. In the late afternoon, | walk along the sea, past packed beaches, and meet with a 
Crimean woman, Yaroslava, who lives in Austria but every summer returns to her beloved 
Crimea. She is ardently supportive of the decision to have joined Russia and spends much of 
her time back in Austria trying to educate people on why Crimeans wanted to be a part of 
Russia. 


These are reasons | hear throughout my travels in Crimea: We wanted to be able to speak 
our native language [Russian] and be educated in that language; we wanted to be able to 
practice our cultural traditions; we have always been a part of Russia and we wanted to 
retum. 


Yaroslava is busy helping out with the Jazz Festival and wants to use the rest of our short 
time talking to help me arrange future meetings with people in Crimea. We decided to doa 
proper interview via Skype in the future when time allows. 


| drift on to the Jazz Festival, where a talented pianist and band play beach-side to an 
enthusiastic crowd. Some songs later, | drift back along the beach, passing numerous 
musicians busking, and a pulsing nightlife that isn't going to bed any time soon. 


Construction everywhere 


On the fifth day, we drive back to Simferopol; Vlad is heading back to Moscow. As we drive, 
we see road work repeatedly, just as we had when driving from Simferopol south to Alushta: 
roads being widened, repaved; bridges being repaired or newly built. This is something | 
observed throughout my travels around Crimea. | remember Tata’s words about “everything 
being dilapidated” and have a hard time imagining that now with what I see. 


Vlad departs for Moscow, and I'm on my own now, traveling from the airport via public bus 
and minibus. At one point | ask a young couple, using Yandex translate, for directions. They 
get me on the right minibus and, following my route via Yandex maps, | get myself to 
Simferopol's rail station and walk the half-hour to my nondescript hotel. | again need to ask 
locals for directions, as the unmarked hotel is in some parking lot behind a supermarket. 


| retrace my steps to the train station the next day and repeat the routine to buy a ticket for 
Sevastopol. The ticket is 119 rubles (just under $2). Over the next two hours on a slow train 
with wooden seats, | watch as more beautiful scenery and construction slide by. 
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Construction dots the train ride to Sevastopol. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


Arriving in Sevastopol, | leave the train station and hope to find some cafe where | can 
charge my phone, as | need it to navigate to the guesthouse where Гуе theoretically 
reserved a room online. 


As | stand to orient the map route and zoom in to look for any signs of cafes, a woman walks 
by me and says with a smile something with the word "shto," which | think means "what." 
When | reply in English, she laughs and flags down another woman, Yana, who speaks 
English well and insists she and her husband drive me. 


As we drive, we chat. | ask her about the referendum, mentioning that many in the West 
have the notion that it was done under duress, with a heavy military presence to influence 
the vote. She laughs, saying: "There were no troops, no military, around us during the 
referendum." She speaks of the joy of Crimeans to vote, says that maybe 98 percent of 


adds, "We are now under the wing of Russia." 





| ask about developments since then. She mentions the improvements in roads, also the 
modern trolley-buses and regular buses, the opening of kindergartens and schools, and free 
courses (like music) for children. 


We arrive at the remote guesthouse, where we realize that no one is home to give me a 
room. Yana mentions her parents have a guesthouse just outside the city and overlooking 
the bay. We drive to it, | meet the owners, charming people who set me ир т a little 
apartment surrounded by fig and pear trees and with a small swimming pool to cool off in. 


They invite me for dinner, but | have to politely decline in order to get back to work, though | 
do take a few minutes to enjoy their pool, the stars, the silence, and the incredible fragrance 
of some night blossoms. 





The stunning view of the bay in Malorichenske. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


The next few days, when not working on my laptop, | go for walks in the area, take in 
Sevastopol Bay, and one day take a minibus into the city and walk for hours around it, seeing 
some of the key sights. 


When | finally need to leave Sevastopol for Simferopol again, the couple refuses to take my 
money, insists | am their guest, and drives me to the bus station, stopping en route at a 
market where they search for ten minutes until they find the traditional Armenian treats they 
want to give me: walnuts covered in the syrup of various fruits (pomegranate, peach, currant, 
grape), and a box of walnut-stuffed dried figs. 


Ukrainians іп Crimea 





In Simferopol anew, | meet Anastasiya Gridchina, the Chair of the Ukrainian Community of 
Crimea, an organization formed in 2015 whose main goals, she tells me, “are to have friendly 
relations between two great peoples: Ukrainians and Russians — not the politicians but the 
people. The second goal is to preserve inter-ethnic peace in the Republic between different 
nationalities.” 


Gridchina explains that in Crimea there are more than 175 nationalities, just 20 less than in 
all of Russia, but in a very small territory. Hence the importance of preserving inter-ethnic 
peace. After Russians, Ukrainians comprise the second largest population in Crimea. 


| asked Anastasiya whether she supported, much less participated in the referendum. 


| worked very hard in order that we could have a referendum. | live in Perevalne, the 
last settlement in the mountains above Alushta. There was a Ukrainian military 
detachment which did surrender. In February 2014, | was among a line of people 
standing between the Ukrainian and Russian military detachments, to prevent any 
bloodshed. The fear that prevailed at that time was that nationalists from Ukraine 
would come here and we would have massacres. 


In February, there was a confrontation outside the Parliament here in Simferopol. It 
was organized by leaders of the Mejlis — the Crimeans Tatars. On the other side, there 
were some pro-Russia organizations who were protecting the Parliament. They were 
far less [numerous] than the Mejlis. The Mejlis were armed with sticks and knives. 
There were clashes and two people were killed, but thankfully it didn't escalate beyond 
that. 


When the news came that there would be a referendum, people relaxed. They had a 
chance to express their point of view and 96 percent of the population of Crimea voted 
for Crimea to return to Russia." 


Since she is Ukrainian, | asked Anastasiya why she wanted Crimea to join Russia: 


l've lived in Crimea all my life, and my language is Russian. And | know the history of 
Crimea, which has always been Russian territory, which has a history beginning with 
the Russian Empire and then the Soviet Union. So, itis Russian-speaking territory, first 
of all. That's why | believe it should be in the Russian Federation, not in Ukraine." 





Singer entertain а crowd in Alushta on Russia's National Flag Day. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


| asked about the claims that Russian soldiers invaded Crimea: 


Whatever they might have said about Russian soldiers forcing people to participate in 
the referendum, it was all lies, pure lies. We did not see any soldiers on the streets, 
especially on the day of the referendum. 


| gave an interview to foreign journalists before the referendum. But when they 
published it, they changed my words. | said we were very thankful to the Russian 
troops that were here, that protected us from the attacks of Ukrainian nationalists prior 
to the referendum. But they translated it that | said Please, we want Ukrainian soldiers 
to defend us from those Russian soldiers.’ 


The Russian troops that were here were not on the streets on the day of the 
referendum but, at the time in general, they were there to protect civilians from an 
attack by Ukrainians. 


On the day of the referendum, there were no soldiers, no military. The only security 
were there to prevent any illegal actions. No military people were there, no arms, no 
armored personnel carriers, no military equipment, nothing. Only members of the 
election commission and the people voting.” 


| asked whether many Ukrainian Crimeans left following the referendum: 


There were those who immediately after the referendum left Crimea for Ukraine 
because it was their personal wish. Nobody prevented them from going. Even the 
soldiers had an option: to stay and continue military service here, or to leave. 


There were also some people who didn't like that Crimea joined Russia, but didn't 
leave for pragmatic reasons. Because the quality of life in Russia is much higher than 
in Ukraine. So they continue living in Crimea." 


Finally, Anastasiya gave me a message for the people outside of Crimea: 


I'd like to tell people around the world, welcome to Crimea, come here yourselves and 
see and hear with your own eyes and ears, to understand that all the lies you hear 
about Crimea, that we are oppressed or under pressure from the military...this is all 
lies, this is all not true. 


Also, that we are not allowed to speak Ukrainian is a lie. One of the state languages is 
Ukrainian. Russian and Tatar are also state languages." 


As she leaves to go to the Ukrainian festival she has helped organize, she notes that the 
government allotted part of its budget towards financing the festival. She invites me to join. 
"You can see us singing Ukrainian songs, see our culture and traditions preserved." 


Next, | speak to Yuri Gempel, a member of Parliament, and the chairman of the Standard 
Commission on Inter-Ethnic Relations of the Parliament of Crimea. 





Yuri Gempel gestures to the location of clashes that broke out in 2014 between pro and anti-Russian 
protesters. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


"Crimea, under Ukraine, was robbed," Gempel says. He continues: 


Everything was taken by the government and representatives of the ruling elite of 
Ukraine. For the 23 years Crimea was a part of Ukraine, they robbed Crimea. Not a 
single kindergarten was built in Crimea during those years. Kindergartens built during 
Soviet times stopped functioning. 


But the main issue is that during that time, the people still felt themselves to be in 
Russian territory, not Ukrainian, in language, culture and in spirit. Under Ukrainian rule, 
Crimeans were made to speak Ukrainian, although Crimeans' native language is 
Russian. People were deprived of the right to be in state service if they did not speak 
Ukrainian." 


| ask Yuri how things changed after the referendum: 


After Crimea returned to Russia, an electric line exploded in Ukrainian territory and 
Crimeans were without electricity. Russia very quickly repaired and improved the 
electricity situation. We were also cut from water and food supplies immediately after 
Crimea returned to Russia. 


As a result of the water shortage, we had to reform our agricultural production. We 
don't produce rice now, because we don't have enough water. But we grow wheat and 
other grains. And we introduced modern agricultural technologies, like drip irrigation. 
Now the economic situation has improved, and in some respects is much better than it 
was before." 


| then inquire about the 2014 clashes outside the Parliament, which Anastasiya Gridchina 
had mentioned: 


| know the Chairman of the Mejlis of the Crimean Tatar People, Refat Chubarov, 
personally. | was there at the confrontation between the Mejlis people and pro-Russian 
groups at the entrance of the Parliament. Гт absolutely sure that Chubarov and his 
colleagues provoked the confrontations in which seventy were wounded and two were 
killed. It is their fault that anyone was wounded and killed. The main goal of the 
confrontation was to prevent the session in Parliament from happening; the points of 
the agenda of that session were about the referendum." 


| ask Yuri about another issue Western media refers to in its Crimea coverage: the alleged 
discrimination against the ethnic Tatars. Gempel imparts to me a history lesson: 


In 1944, 190,000 Crimean Tatars were deported from Crimea; this was the largest 
ethnic group deported. Also Armenians, Germans, Greeks, Bulgarians. 


In the over 23 years Crimea was in Ukraine, the various ethnic groups demanded the 
government issue a decree to rehabilitate those deported people. 


In April 2014, after Crimea joined Russia, President Putin immediately issued a decree 
regarding the deported people. After the decree was issued, a federal program was 
adopted, with a budget of 10 billion rubles, which included building multi-storey 
buildings and improving the infrastructure in the areas returned deportees live in. The 
amount of money is much more than what was given by Ukraine in the 23 years that 
Crimea was part of Ukraine." 


Tatars make up around 11 percent of the population, Gempel tells me, but "have 
representatives in all branches of power in Crimea, including legislative and in the 
Parliament." As Anastasiya Gridchina mentioned, Tatar is one of the three state languages, 
after a resolution on this was adopted by Parliament. 


Standing outside the Parliament, where the 2014 clashes occurred, Gempel explains where 
he was at the time, and says there were no Russian soldiers or tanks. Then laughing, he 
points toward a tank monument in a park nearby: "There was only that tank. It's been here 
since 1944." 


Although | want to stay for the Ukrainian festival, l'm heading to the Donetsk People's 
Republic in the coming days, so instead | take yet another bus ride, this one a four-hour-long 
ride eastward to Kerch, the city from which the next day | am to cross the Crimean bridge 
back to the mainland. 


| decide to use a ride-share program and arrange to join a car going early the next morning 
from Kerch and on to Rostov-on-Don, from where | will go westward to Donetsk. 


We cross the impressive 17 km-long bridge. It is early morning and is also the day before 
children return to school, so the bridge isn't busy. However, by early October, 6.6 million 
tourists have already visited Crimea, said to be a 10 percent increase from last year, and | 
can see why. 








The nearly 11-mile long Crimean Bridge was completed т 2018. Photo | Eva Bartlett 


Having spent over a week traveling Бу car and local transport in this utterly beautiful setting, | 
know | will be returning to Crimea when the opportunity affords itself. 


As for the claims that Russia invaded Сптеа and of Russian forces intimidating voters, | 
believe the many people | met who denounced those claims and articulated very clearly why 
they wanted to join Russia, or as they say, “return to Russia." 


Feature photo | Crimeans gather with Russian national and Crimea flags in Sevastopol, 
Crimea, March 14, 2018. Alexander Zemlianichenko | AP 


Eva Bartlett is a Canadian independent journalist and activist. She has spent years on the 
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(founded in 1951), was the first recipient of the Serena Shim Award for Uncompromised 
Integrity in Journalism, and was short-listed in 201 7 for the Martha Gellhorn Prize for 
Joumalism. See her extended bio on her blog In Gaza. 
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Ukrainian nationalism has been one of the 
most heartbreaking failures of recent 
decades. Twice, Ukrainian nationalist have 
been fooled into believing the west was 
their champion. In 2004 and again in 2014, 
wester financed violence and riots brought 
in governments that were nothing more 
than collection agencies for western capital. 
Ukraine has now fallen to the level of 
Gambia or The Ivory Coast in economic 
terms. Her potential has been destroyed 
and her public morale is disturbingly low. 





The official flag of New Russia. Its similarity to 
the Confederate battle flag is coincidental. 


Today, the Ukrainian government, the result of violent protests organized from the 
American embassy, has neither legitimacy nor money. Her economy is entirely based on 
foreign aid and this is guaranteed to the extent Kiev postures as the main force against 
Russia in the east. The moment the west seems to tire of writing checks, another mythic 
story of a "Russian invasion" appears in the western press. 


The Riots of 2014 and their Aftermath 


As is well-known, the violence of the protesters overwhelmed the police forces. The US 
embassy was giving away Captigon, a strong amphetamine and painkiller that permitted 
protesters to withstand tear gas and truncheons. The violence of the Kiev riots surpasses 
anything this author has seen in riots from South Korea to Northern Ireland. Police were 
strangely loathe to defend themselves, even when their lives were in danger. The army 
was never called in. 


The EU Energy Commissioner Guenther Oettinger raised the issue of the need for 
Europe to pay for the debts of Ukraine for Russian gas. The US State Department 
continues the policy of insanity, A spokesman said: 


We absolutely deny the comments Donetsk separatists, who put their own use of 
force conditional on the completion of their respective Maidan activists and peaceful 
protesters. We recognize the legitimacy of the government of Ukraine. We 
completely disagree with the fact that there was a coup. There are no parallels 
between the armed and the unlawful seizure of govemment buildings, streets and 
public places, which covered the eastem Ukraine, and legal and peaceful protests 1 


Shockingly, the US was claiming the Maidan protests were peaceful and only the 
separatists were violent. The American press and government were merely making up 
facts to suit their agenda, knowing that there were very few that could dispute them. This 
application of "Johnson's Law" was obnoxious since Ukraine is largely unknown territory 
for even well educated Americans. The Press could say whatever it wanted and make up 
whatever pleased it. 


April 5 and May 1, 2014 was the heart of the Ukrainian "Maidan" debacle. Elements of the 
junta, governors appointed from Kiev, moved southeast to the Donbass to take the 
profitable firms there to sell them off to the west to pay debts. A quickly organized revolt 
was labor's answer and an armed uprising was the result. Russian volunteers, especially 
Cossacks, quickly came to the aid of the Donbass and reinforced their armed forces. On 
March 16, a referendum in Crimea overwhelmingly joined with Russia, as the population 
there had always been pro-Russian. Early May was the first failed Kievan attempt to 
retake the area. In response, a group of thugs burned alive more than 40 sympathizers in 
Odessa on the same day as the invasion failed. 


While referendums were the norm in the Donbass and Crimea, in Kiev, no elections were 
ever held. The billionaire oligarch Poroshenko was appointed president by western 
bankers who held Ukraine's debt. Russian gas chief Alexei miller said little had been paid 
on the Ukraine's gas debt. Russia offered a loan to Ukraine to assist them since, by early 
April, Ukrainian economic production had come to a halt. Foreign aid was her only means 
of staying afloat. 


As with the protests of 2004, all promises made by the leaders of the coup were 
immediately discarded and broken. In Kiev, the new government decreed 20-40% cost 
increases on public transportation. Prices went up by about 30% the first week. Most 
hospitals operated at 20-30% capacity. Volunteers were needed to staff what remained. 
Hot water and heat went up by 65%. Ministry of Finance of Ukraine admitted that drug 
prices increased by 60-70% in the country in the first week of the Junta. Over the past 
two months, Ukraine has not officially admitted 13.5 thousand. Russian citizens, 98 of 
them are denied entry into the country for long periods. The pharmacy chains in Kiev 
more than three-fold increased sales of antidepressants. Drug prices in Kiev have 
increased by 1.5 — 2 times, there is a shortage of essential drugs, including insulin. To 
cover for this, Ukrainian media continue fanning hysteria and intimidation. One headline 
from the online news agency “UNIAN” (owned by the Jewish oligarch Kolomoisky ): 
"Russia instructed the separatists to kill 100-200 people" and that "Kievan s should 
construct bomb shelters" due to the alleged invasion of Окгаіпе.2 


The governor of Dnepropetrovsk region, the oligarch Igor Kolomoisky, promised $10,000 
for each DNI soldier or sympathizer killed. Oleg Tsarev was the coordinator of the 
Southeast resistance in the Ukraine. The Coordination Center will be located in Donetsk. 
The oligarch Kolomoisky was paying mercenaries to attack the DNI, since most of the 
Ukrainian army fled or went over to the rebels. Kiev was promising Berkut members 
$100,000 and up to attack DNI positions. The general Staff in Kiev wrote themselves 
bonuses amounting to almost 10 million hyrvna. 


About 5000 Ukrainians a day were applying for visas to move to Russia. Putin and 
Medvedev sought cooperation to rebuild the moribund Ukrainian economy. In Donetsk to 
help the defenders of the Donetsk region miners organized themselves into three 
battalions of 200 people each. Leadership of the Donetsk People's Republic announced 
the creation of a "people's army" and the beginning of the preparation of the referendum 
to be held on 11 May. 


Under Donetsk activists with St. George ribbons blocked, and deployed artillery brigade 
of the Ukrainian army. The authorities began the "anti-terrorist operation" in Slavyansk. 

The operation began after a confidential visit to Kiev by CIA Director John Brennan. He 
confirmed that 20 US citizens were lost in the attacks on the DNI from the Blackwater 


group. 


To cover for Ukrainian defeats, the story of a "Russian invasion: was invented from whole 
cloth. It was covered and repeated without evidence and without question. Ukraine began 
plans to nationalize Russian assets. Public debt was now 60% of СОР, though the real 
figure is much higher. Much of Kiev saw regular power outages continually. The Rovno 
and other nuclear planet sere shut down for lack of personnel and money to operate. In 
the mining industry and metallurgy the decline in production was about 10.7%; the 
chemical industry, by 5.3%, in engineering, almost 20%. Gas prices went up 20% further 
in march. 


The Kiev government began a round up and execution of its enemies. From January to 
February 2014, 5172 were executed in Kiev prisons. 10,000 were killed immediately after 
the coup and another 5,000 in March. Kiev cut off the canal supplying fresh water to 
Crimea";s farmers, ruining the harvest. Strikes in industry and mines in western Ukraine 
tumed pro-Russian. 


The Kiev state began asking for donations to finance the army. Food products rose by an 
average of 25%, in Kiev, closed about 50 restaurants and cafes. Retailers recognized that 
food consumption decreased by about 20%, manufactured goods by 40-50% . Business 
is trying to reduce prices, but it does not help. The economy is gone. The US financed 
bills and TV propaganda to legalize same sex marriage. The Red Cross was not 
permitted to inspect Kiev's prisons. 


In 2009, the electricity produced in Ukraine was about 40% of the last year of the empire, 
1989. Agricultural produces such as meat and dairy were 56% less than that level and 
53% respectively. Steel production collapsed entirely. Basic household appliances did too. 
Since independence Ukraine lost 40% of its equity capital and 60% of its fixed asset 


investment disappeared. Ukraine's industry, chemical, mechanical engineering and light 
industry largely disappeared, except in the Donbass. Oil transit was reduced to 25% of its 
1989 level. About half of the industry in the DNI has been damaged in the war, though 
steel in particular has been damaged in the area of 25%. Five major Kiev banks went 
bankrupt. In May, gas went up another 75%. Major protests in the west erupt over unpaid 
wages and high fuel costs 2 


Pavel Gubarev, the first president of the Federated Republic, states that the main reason 
for the development of the "Donbass Idea" was the nature of the second Orange 
Revolution: its purpose was to sell Ukraine off to pay debts and to pocket the cash for 
themselves. European goods flooded the market thanks to liberalization and local 
businesses were destroyed. Yushchenko joined the WTO, meaning that 
deindustrialization was long a matter of policy. 


The Economy of Donetsk and the Donbass 


Ukraine, unlike the Russian Federation, has always been and will remain a regional 
power. The Donbass and the so-called “southern Russian regions of Ukraine" are directly 
interested in the development of economic and cultural. relations with the Russian 
Federation. This is due primarily to the fact that in these areas holds much Ukrainian 
industry and production which necessitate the search for new markets and new sources 
of raw materials, which the Eurasian alliance is certainly the most important. Ukraine, as 
a market and resource base is too small for Donbass. 


On the other hand, Western Ukraine is an extremely favorable transit position. Western 
Ukrainian regions do not require close relations with Russia. On the contrary: Russia 
seeks to establish contacts with the business world in Lviv and Uzhgorod in order to 
secure favorable conditions for transit of raw materials elsewhere. This means that the 
disintegration processes, the processes of regionalization and isolation of the individual 
industrial regions occurring since 1990 directly contradict the fundamental economic 
interests of Donbass. 


The Ukrainian political elite, from Communists to Nationalists, have used and continues to 
use the idea of national, state independence for the purposes of the uncontrolled plunder 
of their own people. Therefore, the problem of the reconstruction of the Russian union 
state in the minds of Kiev's political leadership is directly related to the question of their 
own responsibility for crimes committed. The structure of the Ukrainian political elite is 
based on a uniform education. From the regional leaders to the national elite, the system 
is riddled with numerous family, kinship, economic and criminal bonds. Any alliance with 
Russia means that the party is over for Ukrainian politicians. The fact is, however, the 
party is over regardless. 


Since the middle of the 1990s, this author has stated that Russia and Russia alone 
possesses the people, tradition, size and self reliance to be the brake on the New World 
Order, or the plans of capital to destroy all national and regional borders. Ukrainian 
independence, while justifiable on theoretical grounds, fails on economic grounds. It is 
distorted by the desire of the US and UK to maintain Ukraine as a force against Russia 


and hence, to maintain globalization at its present pace. This means that Ukrainian 
nationalists are forced to either support the cosmopolitan and anti-national demands of 
capital or support the Russian counter-revolution. This explains how the globe's banks, 
though their instruments such as the IMF, are willing to lose billions to maintain Ukrainian 
independence without a functional economy or bring Bulgaria into the Eu without the 
slightest adherence to EU standards. 


In this context, the aggression against Yugoslavia in the 1990s is a carefully prepared 
geopolitical re-division of the world stage. Yugoslavia, and Serbia in particular, is 
geographically located on the geopolitical axis of Europe and Asia Minor. Unless this is in 
western hands, it would be impossible to connect the military power of Western Europe 
with the geopolitical position of Turkey and the Black Sea straits. Therefore, like in 1914, 
Serbia was the key. Once Yugoslavia was destroyed, then Romania, Hungary and 
Bulgaria would be placed under intense pressure to join NATO. At the same time, if these 
countries, in one form or another (even if, at least as associate members) will be involved 
in opposing the Russian military bloc, despite concessions on the terms of the Danube 
Convention, the Russian Federation will inevitably lose the status of the Danube power 
and Anglo-Saxons will be able to form a sufficiently homogeneous geopolitical bloc in the 
near approaches to the Ukraine. 


The ultimate goal of all this is to oust Russia from the Black Sea basin and to eliminate its 
influence (as the largest of the Slavic states) on the developments in the Mediterranean 
and therefore, in Central Europe. Meanwhile, the change in the balance of forces in the 
immediate vicinity of the Russian state initiates the bloody conflicts within it. So, for 
instance, the actual loss of Sevastopol, ultimately, led to the tragedy in Chechnya. 
Dudayev's movement would not have been possible if Russia tightly controlled areas 
adjacent to the Black Sea basin. Russia also had to be removed from the Caucasus, 
which explains the western backing of separatist tendencies in the Muslim autonomous 
regions. 


The US needs a strong hand in Eastern Europe, the Black Sea, the Mediterranean, at the 
mouth of the Danube and the Balkans, as well as transit routes of raw materials (including 
energy) from the Caspian basin and Central Asia to Europe. Strengthening the US 
position in these areas is due to the weakening of control over the Russian Federation 
and the loss of their last world power status. The Anglo-Saxons traditionally seek to 
isolate Russia from the countries of Western Europe. As a sovereign state, Ukraine, in 
essence, is the guarantor of the impossibility of returning existing order of things for 
Russia. Therefore, conservation of Ukraine as economically insolvent, culturally 
backward, but legally independent state is meeting the "vital interests" of the United 
States of America * 


Therefore, the Russian state has been focused on the development of relations with the 
near abroad. Since the debacle of privatization in the 1990s, this is locally considered an 
excellent thing. The policy pursued by the current Kiev leadership directly and 
immediately contradicts the interests and aspirations of both the Ukrainian and Great- 
Russian peoples. 


The Donetsk Economic Region is a powerful inter-regional territorial and productive 
complex which includes Donetsk and Luhansk both as cities and broader areas. It is an 
integral part of the economic potential of Ukraine. The favorable geographical location, 
proximity to raw materials and markets, diversified industry, well-developed transportation 
network and a high population density area distinguish it from other economic regions of 
the country. 


Occupying 8% of the territory of Ukraine, the Donetsk region produces 25% of the volume 
of industrial and 8% of the country's agriculture. Through Donetsk cross important 
transnational railway lines: Moscow — Donetsk; Kiev — North Caucasus; roads of 
international importance: Kiev — Baku; and Chisinau — Odessa — Rostov — Baku lines. 
The region has one of the most modern road and rail routes. Due to its favorable 
economic and geographical position, the Donetsk Economic Region is actively involved in 
the development of inter-regional relations, as well as commercial, industrial and 
scientific-technical relations of Ukraine with other countries, primarily with the CIS 
countries. 


Since January of 2008, before the war broke out, the regions fixed assets were valued at 
almost a billion dollars. The main problem was loss due to depreciation. Industry was the 
main sector, making up over half the economic life of the area. It was far more than 20% 
of all Ukrainian economic value. 


Prior to the outbreak of the civil war, the main problem in this region is the high 
concentration of industrial production and its uneven social and economic development. 
Despite its strong economic performance the Donetsk region maintains high debt. Before 
the war, the debt just of the city was about $763 million, but the average salary was about 
$1500 a month. The amount of debt among households increased 11.4% from 2004 to 
2010 and poverty remained a problem. 


In 2007, the region's exports came close to $3 billion with imports hovering art around $1 
billion. Her trade surplus was a positive light and, had investment continued, her debt 
problem could have been solved. The US is an important trade partner with the region, 
but not with Ukraine as a whole. Roughly 30% of the turnover is from Russia. 
Shockingly enough, the Soros-owned, anti-Russian outlet "Radio Liberty" let this one slip 
in June of 2016: 


The economic situation on the occupied territories is not as catastrophic as the 
Ukrainian media often presents. Residents of the "DPR-LPR'", actual left to 
themselves, have to survive somehow. So, they do business, organize trade, 
provide services. If we compare the current situation with that of 2014, we can say 
that the economic life in the self-proclaimed republics is gradually coming back to 
life 2 


Basic utilities in Donetsk are far below Kiev's inflated rates and New Russia lives far 
better than the unfortunates under the Junta. The basic “consumer basket” is about 50% 
less expensive in New Russian than in Ukraine. This is reflected by the fact that this 


Federation has signed trade deals with over 53 countries, though about 83% of all 
tumover is with Russia. 


By contrast, in 2015, the Ukrainian Rada passed a bill on the "Investigation and 
Management of Criminal Assets" and couched it in the language of anti-corruption. In the 
USA, the legal term is "civil forfeiture" and is the practice of the state being able to take 
everything used in the commission of a crime and all profits from crime for itself. In 
Ukraine, it is now an important way for the "state" to finance itself. Kiev's executive 
reported that "the law provides a mechanism for searching the assets of those subjected 
to arrest, and to aid in the recovery and management of the assets obtained through 
corruption and other crimes." 


In reality, Poroshenko now has the power to legally withdraw the assets of his opponents 
with no state oversight. Given that there is no independent Kievan government, this is just 
another means for the creditors of the country to seize more and more property. Making 
matters worse, Poroshenko has now ordered the creation of a Unified National Register 
of Assets as a part of this law, which means that anyone wealthy in the country must 
register all wealth and make it subject to seizure if it was “deemed” to have been earned 
by corrupt means. Regardless of one's view on the Ukrainian problem, few would deny 
this is merely a way to steal money. Technically, this will be under the "direction" of the 
Rada. 


Since about 50% of all spending in Ukraine comes form the state and the state owns 
about 40% of all real estate, there is no question as to the law's purpose. The IMF's 
March 2015 study on the management of state assets advocates the mass sale of the 
state economy (which would be to foreign firms), making up about 40-50% of СОР. 
sanctions exist to ensure Russia is kept out and hence, only western firms would be 
permitted. Selling these off would mean the finishing of all independent economic life 
and total, mass unemployment,. 


Since there are few reliable records of the events of the 1990s (and still are a rarity 
today), no one can prove their innocence. Few can "trace" the origin of their wealth. This 
is primarily a means to permit the west to liquidate the assets of those opposing its direct 
rule over Ukraine. The IMF states that there is no foundation for reform. There is no legal 
culture to undergird any sort of reform program and no interest in the sate for any reform. 
Most of all, there is no “consolidated ownership,” that is, there is no clear center of 
control. Rather, there are networks of shell companies covering for other shell companies 
laundering money foe legitimate firms. Therefore, there is no functional government. 
Throwing up their hands, the IMF says that there is an 


absence of а communications strategy to cultivate broader support for the reform 
strategy. Previous reform efforts took place in an environment of secrecy and lack 
of transparency and failed to win the support of the public and other stakeholders, 
resulting in immediate suspicion (often justifiably so) as to the motives for any 
moves to reform the sector. As a large employer and significant contributor to the 
overall economy it is understandable that the public was resistant to any changes 
that they saw as unlikely to result in improvements or, in some cases, could result in 
severe worsening of their economic situation. Government communication did little 
to allay these fears.2 


This is right after they said there is a clear “absence of necessary pre-conditions to 
facilitate successful reform." It is an admission that Ukraine has failed as a state. This 
entire report says that there can be no reform of the state because there is nothing to 
reform: there is no inventory of state property, tax records, consistent judicial code of 
conduct or even basic communication among elites both in and out of government. There 
is also no interest in reform, no unified structure to actually carry out the reform of even 
be the subject of reform and no money to see it through. In peacetime, this is an 
unprecedented phenomenon. It is most similar to Germany in 1946. 


Ukraine is a failed state. That was evident in 1993. her system collapsed before the first 
Orange Revolution financed by the US in 2004 and has been sustained solely with aid 
from the west ever since. No one denies that it is intensely corrupt and has a non- 
functioning economy. The IMF, of course, is working with the US to sell of what's left of 
Ukraine to the banking cartel. The Kievan "state" exists only with foreign money and is 
thus under foreign control. Most wages now outside of state workers are just not paid. 
The present pension average is twice below the basic sustenance standard. Crime has 
taken over (Kievan police authorities say a 50% increase just т 2015) and smaller revolts 
— such as the uprising in Bessarabia — are breaking out everywhere with no media 
coverage. 


The IMF will not release any more aid money — these are not loans in any meaningful 
sense — unless the already intolerable austerity is deepened. The two major demands are 
the raising of the retirement age to 70 and up and the open sale of Ukrainian sovereignty 
to western banks. State property is already being sold off to foreigners to the point where 
the state will soon — quite literally — be the boardroom of JP Morgan and Citibank. 
Presently, Ukrainians do not live long enough to retire under the new law. It is not 
importance since there is no money in the pension fund and if there were, the hryvnia is 
not worth much.+4 


In the 2015 IMF report cited above, the debt Ukraine owes is with Deutsche Bank AG 
London, Citibank — London, Credit Suisse, Morgan Stanley, UniCredit Bank Austria AG, 
Exim Bank of China, VTB Capital PLC and the Canadian export agency. These are the 
banks that control Kiev and make policy. Ukraine is today an experiment in the 
privatization not just of assets, but of state sovereignty itself. 


Western Demands for World War and Economic Foundation 


One of the most bizarre developments in foreign policy in recent memory is the constant 
demand for war with China and Russia. No one is entirely sure what either nation has 
done. Generally, the press states that "aggression" from Russia is causing NATO to seek 
war. German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier rejected some of the more recent 
military exercises near Warsaw and the Baltic destructive. As is well-known, the same 
view is held by Turkey and Greece, the former yet another change in Ankara's policy. 


Donald Trump seems to think that NATO is not needed and the US become friendlier to 
Moscow. That such a view is "controversial" continues to baffle many. NATO, among a 
few pother things, exists so as to ensure European countries need not spend very much 
on defense. The invention of a "Russian threat" out of whole cloth, however, suggests 
desperation and panic. On the other hand, the US, while footing the bill, gets to control a 
great degree of foreign policy decisions from DC. 


sanctions on Russia — sanctions that have no real cause — have cost the EU roughly 100 
billion Euros. Rumors that Russia had "invaded" a country on its borders caused this 
uproar, though the actual evidence for this is scanty. Russia certainly has a far greater 
claim to be involved with Ukraine than the US that has virtually no economic relations with 
this dying state. Great Britain and the Visegrad group seem to be headed out of European 
institutions and the French tradition in this respect is well known. 


The cause of this bizarre hysteria is not difficult to grasp. In liberal democracy, "politics" is 
a form of entertainment. Real power lies with banks, energy firms, finance and 
entertainment giants. In fact, American politics ceases to make any sense at all unless 
one look at both the global and the domestic economic situation. 


Russia is a “threat” worthy of a major war because major oil and gas companies are now 
in a major investment war. There is a very innocent and naive belief that soon, oil prices 
will rise as the global economy “recovers” from its present, seemingly endless 
Depression. Chevron, for example, plans a long term, $37 million project at Tengiz field in 
Kazakhstan. In 2016, energy titans have already invested in eight major projects, 
compared with four in 2015 and have sunk billions of investor dollars in them. 


The massive Tengiz project is under the control of an international consortium of 
Chevron, Exxon, Lukoil and KazMunaiGaz. The impact of the project, economically 
speaking, will only show itself in 2022. The price tag is high, but the long term projections 
are strange in this era. 


In 2015, Chevron abandoned new projects worth $ 380 million over time and slashed 
production to 27 million barrels. However, after reaching Depression-era statistics, 
strange and unfounded claims to a "future recovery" mysteriously appeared in the 
American press. This forced oil up to $50 a barrel. Since the beginning of this year, the 
market capitalization of the 20 largest banks in the world fell by $ 465 billion. Several 


major European banks led by Deutsche Bank are very close to total collapse. А new 
financial crisis is already staring the Regime in the face. There is no recovery and none is 
predicted. Hence, Chevron's decisions must be understood from a different angle.1? 


The aggressive diminution of basic operating costs permits the world's energy 
conglomerates to make giant profits on the backs of the millions of laid off workers and 
abandoned projects globally. The nature of this future "recovery" has no basis in fact, 
since the private sector in the USA is in debt roughly at $20 trillion, with interest growing 
by the hour that renders it unpayable. 


The shale industry is predicted to be a part of this, since it generally requires less 
investment up front. This is the short-term style of investment Americans are famed for, 
and is the only one, from their point of view, that makes any sense. Chevron however, 
might know something its competitors do not. That Lukoil is on board is part of the reason 
why other firms are refusing to be a part of this development. 


The most difficult situation can be found at the Deutsche Bank. They have assets of 1.7 
trillion Euros, but lost almost 7 billion plus had to pay a fine for violating "sanctions on 
Iran." The IMF's assessment says that Deutsche Bank is at a huge risk for utter 
catastrophe. The British HSBC and the Swiss Credit Suisse are very close behind. It 
almost is redundant to report that these banks are demanding a massive bailout from the 
EU taxpayer. David Folkerts-Landau, the “chief economist’ at Deutsche Bank, in an 
interview with the We/t am Sonntag said as much, throwing out an absurdly low figure of 
150 billion Euros. 


The regime is demanding the state ram through the TTIP. Few Congressmen have the 
ability to grasp the nuances of this agreement. In a condition of almost permanent 
Depression and unemployment in the 20% range (its true rate), the System has created a 
"debate" over this Treaty between conglomerates and their media. 


Globalization is instantiated in this agreement. As always, it will be rammed through as 
NAFTA was. Primarily, it renders the taxpayers of member states liable for any alteration 
in local regulations that might affect their investments negatively. This is termed "indirect 
expropriation." It is explicitly designed to permit MNCs the ability to simply ignore the 
states that, presently, they control regardless. It is a "legal" means to ensure taxpayer 
liability for "investor expectations." Any domestic court case, a risky gambit at the best of 
times, can easily be overturned in a tribunal erected and controlled by the firms 
themselves. 


Under NAFTA, for example, regulations for health and safety that frustrate "investor 
expectations" are simply taken to another tribunal, one totally unknown to the average 
Congressman, and dispensed with there, as was the case in Mexico when the state 
sought to force the American Metaclad company to clean toxic waste they created, they 
simply went to the NAFTA tribunal and even forced the Mexican government to pay them 
almost $20 million in "damages." 


This is the normal run of things in these "free trade deals” that have little to do with trade 
and nothing to do with freedom. Governments, already broke, will have to take on 
massive corporations in these tribunals for any serious regulation, forcing Congressmen 
and bureaucrats to simply refuse to pass or enforce legislation. Even if the US would win 
a case, the taxpayer would still have financed the entire legal process regardless. Worse, 
since there is very little precedent and absolutely no public or journalistic knowledge of 
the subject, anything goes. Legal definitions are made on the grounds of profit. Capital 
alone provides the funds to control this tribunal and its various offshoots. 


The TTP will permit firms to “collect” from the US taxpayer whenever investors are 
"frustrated" and profits lost due to regulations that irritate them. "Expected future profits" 
are what a firm would have made had the state not interfered in some area. Once the 
tribunal, created by the conglomerates, rules in their favor, they are then awarded 
taxpayer dollars in the amount of what they think they would have made in the meantime. 
This is the essence of this trade deal and all others — it is the extraction of a rent deriving 
from the fact that capital controls the whole process, including the illiterate public "debate" 
on the subject. 


So what, in essence, is the TTP? It is no different than CAFTA or NAFTA: the total 
domination of capital. Constitutions only apply to governments. Corporations, far more 
powerful than states, are not subject to anything but their own secretive internal 
processes. As governments become more privatized (and are encouraged to so so under 
these agreements), the distinction becomes meaningless and the "state" becomes — 
institutionally — a collection agency for capital.19 


Ukrainian foreign policy has only one area where an actual Ukrainian might have any say: 
to blackmail the west. In inventing a "Russian threat," Kiev can both justify its laughable 
military performance as well as keep the unearned aid money flowing in. This is the 
extent of the Ukrainian economy today, pathetic as that sounds. In late July, the Ukrainian 
authorities again tried to blackmail Brussels, complaining about the machinations of 
“Gazprom” as a threat to European capital. This was done just before winter so as to 
ensure loans to buy more Russian gas. Regardless, Ukrtransgaz reported a 30% drop in 
volumes, though they blamed Gazprom for their problems. The “Gazprom” threat was 
totally invented as Ukrainian infrastructure was barely functional for supplying even a 
fraction of Europe's needs.1 The claim was that gas moving to Europe was “in danger" 
due to Russian "hatred" for Europe and their "aggression." The truth was that the 
Ukrainian system could not handle much higher volumes and they were seeking 
European investment to fix it. £ 


The Ideology of Novorossiya 


The Political Theory of Novorossiya is worth noting at some length. Its Constitution states: 


The Republic of New Russia is a social state and has under its jurisdiction national 
land, nationalized property, as well as all mineral resources, production facilities, 
farmland — possibly leased to entrepreneurs for a limited time. . . . but never to 
create the possibility of large monopoly conglomerates (Article VIII, section 3, 
translations mine). 


This means that strategic resources cannot be privatized. They are the property of the 
state and, ideally, the whole people. To sell these resources would be to sell the 
sovereignty of the state. To this end, 


In New Russia, there will be no monopoly on social institutions such as a party 
monopoly or presidential autocracy that would control and destroy all other 
administrative institutions, leading to dictatorship, as it did in Nazi Germany or the 
Soviet Union under Stalin. This leads to a change of constitutional power and the 
loss of the legal authority of all state bodies. The oligarchy in Ukraine, from the 
clans created during privatization, is also forbidden (Article XV). 


The free market ideology is mythical. It assumes social conditions that can never be 
replicated. It, like so many of the scientific theories of the Enlightenment, assumes a 
vacuum. The reality is that the market was forced on Russia and Ukraine that already had 
people in power. Therefore, they were the ones who had the resources to dominate it. 
Market thinking implies that all are equal at the time the system is imposed. Without this 
assumption, it fails. 


Article ХХІ is even harsher: 


Priority is given to international laws and regulations if they do not contradict the 
development of public, social, cultural, ideological, economic, and other moral 
relations of the Republic of Novorossiya, as international laws have morally 
declined in their economic, political, ideological preferences and programs in 
advocating a brutal, vicious, oligarchic system of competition and profit. Promoting 
a rigid system, an evil oligarchical, competitive idea of self-interest and gain 
encourage all of society towards competitive relations for survival. However, the 
Republic of New Russia will not survive if competition within and among countries is 
the goal. Regardless of existing provisions of international legal instruments and 
agreements, they are given sanction only when they harmonize their economic with 
other public policies with existing international standards, but also with our own 
state interest. 


This “moral decline” means that international agreements really do nothing but serve 
westem corporations. Using the government of the Unites States or the European Union, 
banks and other irresponsible entities impose their will on the world. These 
conglomerates have no interest in free markets, as they seek total monopoly. Private 
property is held in contempt as wealth and power are the domain of a tiny handful, almost 
totally alienated from the population at large. 


Social life should mirror this communitarian idea. Article XIV reads: 


Without fatherhood, a paternal, military awareness, one can not be a citizen or 
statesman. In the kitchen, in domain of a women's life, a busy landscape exists. In 
a self-reliant and responsible society, a working identity is one not self-created. And 
because preferential treatment in the upbringing of children should be paternal, it is 
necessary in the education of the new generation that they not not fall into the 
primitive narrow-minded, consumer, egoistic attitude towards social life. 


The scientific literature showing the destructive effects of broken homes is so 
overwhelming that only a handful of academic feminists choose to ignore it. Families with 
two parents are rarely poor and rarely produce misfit children. Divorce and family 
breakdown lead to social destruction and the very competitiveness and ego that is 
decried elsewhere. The family, not the person, is the foundation of the state. 


Conclusions 


As Novorossiya begins to rebuild and sees its pensions and salaries rise, Ukraine is now 
at fourth world status. All her profitable enterprises have been sold off. The government is 
merely a puppet of the US and the IMF. Her army has failed to dislodge the rebels in the 
east. China is investing in the eastern republics and the Crimea. The much-touted 
Chinese projects in Ukraine have been put on hold since Kiev stupidly outlawed the 
communist party for being too “pro-Russian.” Any Chinese investment would come with 
pro-Russian riders regardless. For Ukraine to have any future in the west is absurd. The 
west itself has no future. 


Over the last two years, western press agencies have been running headlines such as 
"By Ditching Novorossiya, Moscow Admits Defeat" (western owned Moscow Times, 2015) 
or "Why the Kremlin is Shutting Down the Novorossiya Project." This is a common tactic 
in that, by running these articles with no basis in fact, they can actually will the destruction 
of new Russia. Each time there is a problem in the Chinese economy, it is “оп the verge 
of collapse." This is how the western press seeks to destabilize the east. It is a means to 
artificially build confidence in the dying west by trying to convince others their competitors 
are dying too. It is a pathetic attempt at wishful thinking from a dying empire that has no 
other weapons at its disposal. 


The Donbass is an ideological revolution. It is an essential signal showing the destruction 
of the westem imperium. It shows that national socialists can win victories against larger 
armies fighting for nothing. Numbers do not mean anything, only cohesiveness. The 
Novorossiya project has won in all senses of that term. The only sad consequence is the 
continued sinking of Ukraine into a sickening, nauseating poverty. 
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Who's More in Violation of Minsk-2 - 
Kiev or Donbass? 


by Gordon M. Hahn 


It has been over a year since Kiev and Donbass 
leaders signed the 12 February 2015 Minsk-2 


agreement under the auspices of Russia and the 





EU in an attempt to resolve the Ukrainian crisis. 

Unfortunatley, Minsk-2 hangs by a thread. 
Moreover, there is a dispute over which side in the Ukrainian crisis is failing to fulfill its obligations 
under the agreement, with Washington and Brussels accusing Russia of failing to pressure the 
Donbass to abide by the agreement. There is a simple way to resolve this dispute: referencing the 
agreement's text and examining the parties' post-agreement compliance. 


The first three points deal with the ceasefire and the withdrawal of Kiev and Donbass forces from 
the line of contact. Both the ceasefire and withdrawal were achieved last spring. To be sure, both 
sides have occasionally broken the ceasefire with small-scale fighting but the original full ceasefire 


has largely held and withdrawal of weapons was implemented by both sides. 


The fourth point in Minsk-2 stipulates: "On the first day following the withdrawal a dialogue 
(between Kiev and Donbass representatives) is to begin with respect to the modalities of the local 
elections in accordance with Ukrainian legislation and the Law of Ukraine 'On thetemporary order 
of local government in certain areas of the Donetsk and the Lugansk regions, as well as with 
respect to the future operation of these areas on the basis of the Law.” Kiev did not fulfill this 
pivotal step -the first in the agreement with a specific deadline. A full year after the agreement 
and nearly a full year since the ceasefire and subsequent troop pullback, Kiev has refused to 
engage a dialogue with the Donbass rebel regions' representatives: (1) either on the modalities 
related to conducting elections in the Donbass, (2) or on the Ukrainian law to be adopted 


according to Minsk-2 'On the temporary order of local government in certain areas of the Donetsk 
and the Lugansk regions, or (3) 'with respect to the future operation of these areas on the basis of 


the Law, or, for that matter, (4) on any other subject related to the crisis. 


Thus, Kiev was the first to violate and has been in violation of Minsk-2 since the second day after 


the implementation of the mutual troop withdrawals last year. 


This means that Kiev also violated Minsk-2's fifth point or article, which reads: "Immediately, and 
not later than 30 days from the date of signing of this document, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine is 
to adopt a resolution with the specification of the territory covered by the special regime provided 
for in the Law of Ukraine 'On the temporary order of local government in certain areas of the 
Donetsk and the Lugansk regions; (such territory) to be based on the line set out in the Minsk 
Memorandum of September 19, 2014.” The stipulation that Kiev consult—i.e. negotiate—in 
dialogue with Donbass representatives on the law 'On the temporary order of local government, 
etc. is reiterated in Minsk-2's article 12. Instead of dialogue on the temporary local government 
law, on 17 March 2015 the Verkhovna Rada passed unilaterally a corresponding resolution, having 
failed to consult with the Donbass rebels' representatives in a "dialogue; as stipulated in the 


Minsk agreement. 


Article 11 of Minsk-2 requires Kiev to adopt a new constitution "with entry into force by the end 
of 2015,” "which shall incorporate decentralization as a key element (taking into account the 
characteristics of certain areas of the Donetsk and the Lugansk regions, to be agreed upon with 
the representatives of these areas), as well as, before the end of 2015, adoption of permanent 
legislation with respect to the special status of certain areas of the Donetsk and the Lugansk 
regions in accordance with the measures specified in the Note.” Minsk-2's ‘Note’ mandates that 
the new constitution and any corresponding laws for decentralization provide for: (1) "linguistic 
self-determination" (to allow Donbass and perhaps other regions to use minority languages such 
as Russian); (2) participation of local governments in appointing the heads of prosecutorial bodies 
and the courts in certain areas of Donbass (Donetsk and Lugansk); the possibility for the central 
executive authorities to conclude agreements with authorities in the Donbass on economic, social 
and cultural development in certain regions; the establishment of People's Militia by order of local 
councils for maintaining public order in Donbass; and several other clauses. Neither a new 
constitution or a law on decentralization and the other issues listed in the Note have been adopted 
by Kiev. 


Neither has Kiev lifted the blockade to the separatist Donbass regions, reopened Ukrainian 
banking in those regions, nor issued the across-the-board amnesty for the rebels required by the 


agreement. 


Thus, from 17 March 2015 Kiev has been in violation of no less than seven articles and 
nine obligations it signed on tounder the Minsk-2 accord. 


On the other side, Russia has still not handed control over the border to Kiev. Although there is no 
recent evidence of Russian troops in the Donbass, there likely are military, intelligence and other 
advisors working on the Donbass side. However, the latter issues fall under the radar of the 
agreement and would be unenforceable without the reassertion of Kiev's sovereignty over the 
breakaway territories. Both Kiev and Donbass have exchanged prisoners on an equal, negotiated 
basis. Both Kiev and Donbass occasionally violate the ceasefire, but both have generally complied 
with the withdrawal of heavy weaponry to the distance from the front line imposed by the 
agreement. Except for the ceasefire and withdrawal of weapons, none of these other points were 
assigned time frames or deadlines, so they are more difficult to define as violations. 


In sum, Kiev is significantly more in violation of the agreement than the Donbass rebels 
and/or Moscow. 


Rather than pressuring Kiev to comply with Minsk-2 on the day Kiev unilaterally adopted the 
resolution passing the local government law, U.S. Vice-President Joe Biden called Ukrainian 
President Pyotr Poroshenko to congratulate him and reaffirmed Washington's promise to send 
military equipment and instructors to train Ukraine's national guardsmen, many of whom were 
members of the neo-fascist volunteer battalions. At the same time, NATO commander in chief of 
allied forces in Europe, General Philip Breedlove, declared that the West was obligated to assist 
Kiev by supplying it defensive military equipment. In other words, Washington and Brussels 
expressed their willingness to reward Kiev for violating Minsk-2. 


However, perhaps the main cause of Kiev's failure to fulfill its obligations under Minsk-2 is the 
deep political paralysis in Kiev. That paralysis is driven by the ultra-nationalist and neo-fascist 
wings of the Ukrainian polity, which are robust and gaining strength under the stress of continued 
economic collapse, social dislocation, and state-supported ideological radicalization. Thus, when 
the Verkhovna Rada convened to vote on a constitutional law on decentralization required under 
Minsk-2's article 12, the neo-fascist Svoboda Party (SP) and Right Sector (RS) parties organized a 


‘demonstration that quickly transformed into an attempt to seize the parliament building. One 
protester through a grenade killing and wounding several police officers outside the Verkhonva 
Rada building. This and other terrorist and coercive actions by leaders and members of the SP, RS, 
and ultra-nationalist and national chauvinist parties like Oleh Lyashko's Radical Party, Yulia 
Tymoshenko's Fatherland Party, and Prime Minister Arseniy Yatsenyuk's Popular Front have 
signaled Poroshenko that any attempt to comply with these key articles in Minsk-2 can lead to a 
Maidan 2.0 ultra-nationalist revolution, as stated numerous times by former RS leader Dmitro 
Yarosh, SP leader Oleh Tyahnibok, and other radical nationalists. 


President Poroshenko—like his forefather—Viktor Yuschenko (Ukraine's president form 2004- 
2010) has played into the hands of the ultra-nationalists by establishing the World War Two-era 
neo-fascist Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) and Ukrainian Partisan Army (UPA) as 
the heroes of Maidan Ukraine's national myth. 


Until the West pressures Kiev to address its neo-fascist problem and stop supporting the radicals' 
ideological orientation as state ideology, the Poroshenko administration and any successor will fail 
to comply with Minsk-2. So the next question is: Do Washington and Brussels want Minsk-2 to 
succeed or do they prefer the 'frozen conflict' status quo and why? 
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This following text is the full English translation of the Minsk 2 agreement. It was published 
on the Ukrainian UNIAN info web site on the 12% of February 


A List of measures to fulfill the Minsk Agreement 
February 12, 2015 


1. An immediate and comprehensive ceasefire in individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk 
regions of Ukraine and its strict implementation starting at 0000 (Kyiv time) February 15, 
2015. 


2. The withdrawal of all heavy weapons by both parties at equal distances in order to create at 
least a 50 kilometer security zone for 100mm or larger caliber artillery systems, a 70 
kilometer security zone for Grad multiple rocket launcher systems and a 140 kilometer 
security zone for the Tomado-S, Uragan, and Smerch multiple rocket launcher systems and 
Tochka (Tochka-U) tactical missile systems: 


- for the Ukrainian troops: [withdrawal] from the actual contact line; 


- for the military units of individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions of Ukraine: 
[withdrawal] from the contact line in accordance with the Minsk memorandum of September 
19, 2014 


Withdrawal of aforementioned heavy weapons shall begin no later than the second day of the 
ceasefire and end within 14 days. 


The OSCE will contribute to this process with the support of the Trilateral Contact Group. 


3. Starting the first day of such withdrawal, ensuring the effective monitoring and verification 
by the OSCE of the ceasefire and the withdrawal of heavy weapons with the use of all 
necessary technical means, including satellites, UAVs, radar systems, etc. 


4. On the first day after the withdrawal, to begin a dialogue on the procedures for holding 
local elections in accordance with Ukrainian law and the Law of Ukraine "On a temporary 
order of local government in individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions," as well as 
on the future regime of these areas, according to this Act. 


Immediately, no later than 30 days from the date of signing of this document, to adopt a 
resolution of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine with the specification of a territory subject to 
the special regime in accordance with the Law of Ukraine "On temporary order of local 
government in some regions of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions" based on the line set in a 
Minsk memorandum of September 19, 2014 


5. To provide pardons and amnesties by the enactment of a law prohibiting prosecution and 
punishment of persons with regard to the events that took place in individual areas of the 
Donetsk and Luhansk regions of Ukraine. 


6. To ensure the release and exchange of hostages and illegally detained persons based on the 
principle of "all for all". This process must be completed no later than the fifth day after the 
withdrawal. 
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7. To provide secure access, delivery, storage and distribution of humanitarian aid to the 
needy on the basis of an international mechanism. 


8. Determination of the procedure for the full restoration of the socio-economic relations, 
including transactions of social payments, such as pensions and other payments (takings and 
income, timely payment of all utility bills, renewal of taxation within Ukraine's legal 
framework ). 


To this end, Ukraine shall regain control over the segment of its banking system in conflict- 
affected areas, and an international mechanism to facilitate such transfers will probably be 
created. 


9. Restoration of full control over the state border of Ukraine by Ukraine's government 
throughout the whole conflict area, which should begin on the first day after the local 
elections and be completed after a comprehensive political settlement (local elections in 
individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions on the basis of the Law of Ukraine, and 
a constitutional reform) by the end of 2015, on condition of implementation of paragraph 11 - 
with consultations and in agreement with the representatives of individual areas of the 
Donetsk and Luhansk regions in the framework ofthe Trilateral Contact Group. 


10. The withdrawal of all foreign armed forces, military equipment, as well as mercenaries 
from the territory of Ukraine under the supervision of the OSCE. Disarmament of all illegal 
groups. 


11. Conducting constitutional reform in Ukraine, with the new constitution coming into force 
by the end of 2015, providing for decentralization as a key element (taking into account the 
characteristics of individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions, agreed with 
representatives of these areas), as well as the adoption of the permanent legislation on the 
special status of individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions in accordance with the 
measures specified in Note [1], until the end of 2015. (See Notes) 


12. On the basis of the Law of Ukraine *On temporary order of local government in 
individual areas of Donetsk and Luhansk regions" the questions regarding local elections shall 
be discussed and agreed with the individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions in the 
framework of the Trilateral Contact Group. Elections will be held in compliance with the 
relevant standards of the OSCE with the monitoring by the OSCE ODIHR. 


13. To intensify the activities of the Trilateral Contact Group, including through the 
establishment of working groups to implement the relevant aspects of the Minsk Agreement. 
They will reflect the composition of the Trilateral Contact Group. 


Notes: 


Such measures, in accordance with the Law "On the special order of local government in 
individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions," include the following: 


- Exemption from punishment, harassment and discrimination of persons associated with the 
events that took place in individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions; 


- The right to self-determination with regard to language; 
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- Participation of local governments in the appointment of heads of prosecutors' offices and 
courts in individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions; 


- The possibility for the central executive authorities to conclude agreements with the relevant 
local authorities on economic, social and cultural development of individual areas of Donetsk 
and Luhansk regions; 


- The state shall support socio-economic development of individual areas of Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions; 


- Assistance from the central government to cross-border cooperation between the individual 
areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions and regions of the Russian Federation; 


- The creation of people's militia units [police] upon the decision of local councils in order to 
maintain public order in individual areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions; 


- The powers of local council deputies and other officials elected in snap elections, appointed 
by the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine according to this law, cannot be terminated. 


The document is signed by the members of a Trilateral Contact Group: 
[OSCE] Ambassador Heidi Tagliavini 

Second President of Ukraine L.D. Kuchma 

The Ambassador of the Russian Federation to Ukraine M. Yu. Zurabov 
A. V. Zakharchenko 


I. V. Plotnitsky 


Комплекс мер по выполнению Минских соглашений 


1. Незамедлительное и всеобъемлющее прекращение огня в 
отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей Украины и его 
строгое выполнение начиная с 00 ч. 00 мин. по киевскому времени 15 
февраля 2015 года. 

2. Отвод всех тяжелых вооружений обеими сторонами на равные 
расстояния в целях создания зоны безопасности шириной минимум 50 км 
друг от друга для артиллерийских систем калибром 100 мм и более, зоны 
безопасности шириной 70 км для РСЗО и шириной 140 км для РСЗО 
«Торнадо-С», «Ураган», «Смерч» и тактических ракетных систем 
«Точка» («Точка У»): 

- для украинских войск: от фактической линии соприкосновения; 

- для вооруженных формирований отдельных районов Донецкой и 
Луганской областей Украины: от линии соприкосновения согласно 
Минскому меморандуму от 19 сентября 2014 г. 

Отвод вышеперечисленных тяжелых вооружений должен начаться 
не позднее второго дня после прекращения огня и завершиться в течение 
14 дней. 

Этому процессу будет содействовать ОБСЕ при поддержке 
Трехсторонней Контактной группы. 

3. Обеспечить эффективный мониторинг и верификацию режима 
прекращения огня и отвода тяжелого вооружения со стороны ОБСЕ с 
первого дня отвода, с применением всех необходимых технических 
средств, включая спутники, БПЛА, радиолокационные системы и пр. 

4. В первый день после отвода начать диалог о модальностях 
проведения местных выборов в соответствии с украинским 
законодательством и Законом Украины «О временном порядке местного 


равления в отделы районах Донецкой и Луганской областей», 


СА) Qp 
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а также о будущем режиме этих районов на основании указанного 
закона. 

Незамедлительно, не позднее 30 дней с даты подписания данного 
документа, принять постановление Верховной Рады Украины с 
указанием территории, на которую распространяется особый режим в 
соответствии с Законом Украины «О временном порядке местного 
самоуправления в отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей» 
на основе линии, установленной в Минском меморандуме от 19 сентября 
2014 г. 

5. Обеспечить помилование и амнистию путем введения в силу 
закона, запрещающего преследование и наказание лиц в связи с 
событиями, имевшими место в отдельных районах Донецкой и 
Луганской областей Украины. 

6. Обеспечить освобождение и обмен всех заложников и незаконно 
удерживаемых лиц на основе принципа «всех на всех». Этот процесс 
должен быть завершен самое позднее на пятый день после отвода. 

7. Обеспечить безопасный доступ, доставку, хранение и 
распределение гуманитарной помощи нуждающимся на основе 
международного механизма. 

8. Определение модальностей полного восстановления социально- 
экономических связей, включая социальные переводы, такие как выплата 
пенсий и иные выплаты (поступления и доходы, своевременная оплата 
всех коммунальных счетов, возобновление налогообложения в рамках 
правового поля Украины). 

В этих целях Украина восстановит управление сегментом своей 
банковской системы в районах, затронутых конфликтом, и, возможно, 
будет создан международный механизм для облегчения таких переводов. 

9. Восстановление полного контроля над государственной границей со 


OMbI правительства У ны во всей зоне конфликта, которое должно 





начаться в первый день после местных выборов и завершиться после 
всеобъемлющего политического урегулирования (местные выборы в 
отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей на основании Закона 
Украины и конституционной реформы) к концу 2015 года при условии 
выполнения пункта 11 - в консультациях и по согласованию с 
представителями отдельных районов Донецкой и Луганской областей в 
рамках Трехсторонней Контактной группы. 

10. Вывод всех иностранных вооруженных формирований, военной 
техники, а также наемников с территории Украины под наблюдением ОБСЕ. 
Разоружение всех незаконных групп. 

11. Проведение конституционной реформы в Украине со вступлением B 
силу к концу 2015 года новой конституции, предполагающей в качестве 
ключевого элемента децентрализацию (с учетом особенностей отдельных 
районов Донецкой и Луганской областей, согласованных с представителями 
этих районов), а также принятие постоянного законодательства об особом 
статусе отдельных районов Донецкой и Луганской областей в соответствии с 


мерами, указанными в примечании', до конца 2015 года. 


! Такие меры в соответствии с Законом «Об особом порядке местного самоуправления в 

отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей» включают следующее: 

- освобождение от наказания, преследования и дискриминации лиц, связанных с 

событиями, имевшими место в отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей; 

- право на языковое самоопределение: 

- участие органов местного самоуправления в назначении глав органов прокуратуры и 

судов в отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей: 

- возможность для центральных органов исполнительной власти заключать с 

соответствующими органами местного самоуправления соглашения относительно 

экономического, социального и культурного развития отдельных районов Донецкой и 

Луганской областей: 

- государство оказывает поддержку социально-экономическому развитию отдельных 

районов Донецкой и Луганской областей; 

- содействие со стороны центральных органов власти трансграничному 

сотрудничеству в отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей с регионами 

Российской Федерации; 

- создание отрядов народной милиции по решению местных советов с целью 

поддержания общественного порядка в отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской 

областей; 

- полномочия депутатов местных советов и должностных лиц, избранных на 
ых выборах, назначенных В вной Радой Украины этим законом, не могут быть 


но прекращены. Cf, 






12. На основании Закона Украины «О временном порядке местного 
самоуправления в отдельных районах Донецкой и Луганской областей» 
вопросы, касающиеся местных выборов, будут обсуждаться и согласовываться 
с представителями отдельных районов Донецкой и Луганской областей в 
рамках Грехсторонней Контактной группы. Выборы будут проведены c 
соблюдением соответствующих стандартов ОБСЕ при мониторинге со 
стороны БДИПЧ ОБСЕ. 

13. Интенсифицировать деятельность Трехсторонней Контактной 
группы, в том числе путем создания рабочих групп по выполнению 
соответствующих аспектов Минских соглашений. Они будут отражать состав 


Трехсторонней Контактной группы. 


Участники Трехсторонней Контактной группы: 


Посол Хайди Тальявини 


Второй Президент Украины 
Л.Д. Кучма 





Посол Российской Федерации 
в Украине М.Ю. Зурабов 


А.В. Захарченко 


И.В. Плотницкий 
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Resolution 2202 (2015) 


Adopted by the Security Council at its 7384th meeting, on 
17 February 2015 


The Security Council, 


Recalling the purposes and principles enshrined in the Charter of the United 
Nations and reaffirming its full respect for the sovereignty, independence and 
territorial integrity of Ukraine, 


Expressing its grave concern at the tragic events and violence in eastern 
regions of Ukraine, 


Reaffirming its Resolution 2166 (2014), 


Firmly convinced that the resolution of the situation in eastern regions of 
Ukraine can only be achieved through a peaceful settlement to the current crisis, 


1. Endorses the "Package of measures for the Implementation of the Minsk 
Agreements”, adopted and signed in Minsk on 12 February 2015 (Annex I); 


2. Welcomes the Declaration by the President of the Russian Federation, the 
President of Ukraine, the President of the French Republic and the Chancellor of the 
Federal Republic of Germany in support of the "Package of measures for the 
Implementation of the Minsk Agreements", adopted on 12 February 2015 in Minsk 
( Annex II), and their continuing commitment therein to the implementation of the 
Minsk Agreements; 


3. Calls on all parties to fully implement the “Package of measures", 
including à comprehensive ceasefire as provided for therein; 


4. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 
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Package of Measures for the Implementation of the 
Minsk Agreements 


Minsk, 12 February 2015 


l. Immediate and comprehensive ceasefire in certain areas of the Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions of Ukraine and its strict implementation as of 15 February 2015, 
12 a.m. local time. 


2. Withdrawal of all heavy weapons by both sides by equal distances in order to 
create a security zone of at least 50 km wide from each other for the artillery 
systems of calibre of 100 and more, а security zone of 70 km wide for MLRS and 
140 km wide for MLRS “Tornado-S”, Uragan, Smerch and Tactical Missile Systems 
(Tochka, Tochka U): 


— for the Ukrainian troops: from the de facto line of contact; 


— for the armed formations from certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk 
regions of Ukraine: from the line of contact according to the Minsk 
Memorandum of Sept. 19th, 2014; 


The withdrawal of the heavy weapons as specified above is to start on day 2 of the 
ceasefire at the latest and be completed within 14 days. 


T he process shall be facilitated by the OSCE and supported by the Trilateral Contact 
Group. 


3. Ensure effective monitoring and verification of the ceasefire regime and the 
withdrawal of heavy weapons by the OSCE from day 1 of the withdrawal, using all 
technical equipment necessary, including satellites, drones, radar equipment, etc. 


4. Launch a dialogue, on day 1 of the withdrawal, on modalities of local elections 
in accordance with Ukrainian legislation and the Law of Ukraine “Оп interim local 
self-government order in certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions" as well 
as on the future regime of these areas based on this law. 


Adopt promptly, by no later than 30 days after the date of signing of this document 
a Resolution of the Parliament of Ukraine specifying the area enjoying a special 
regime, under the Law of Ukraine "On interim self-government order in certain 
areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions", based on the line of the Minsk 
Memorandum of September 19, 2014. 


5. Ensure pardon and amnesty by enacting the law prohibiting the prosecution 
and punishment of persons in connection with the events that took place in certain 
areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions of Ukraine. 


6. Ensure release and exchange of all hostages and unlawfully detained persons, 
based on the principle “all for all”. This process is to be finished on the day 5 after 
the withdrawal at the latest. 


7. Ensure safe access, delivery, storage, and distribution of humanitarian 
assistance to those in need, on the basis of an international mechanism. 


8. Definition of modalities of full resumption of socioeconomic ties, including 
social transfers such as pension payments and other payments (incomes and 
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revenues, timely payments of all utility bills, reinstating taxation within the legal 
framework of Ukraine). 


To this end, Ukraine shall reinstate control of the segment of its banking system in 
the conflict-affected areas and possibly an international mechanism to facilitate such 
transfers shall be established. 


9. Reinstatement of full control of the state border by the government of Ukraine 
throughout the conflict area, starting on day 1 after the local elections and ending 
after the comprehensive political settlement (local elections in certain areas of the 
Donetsk and Luhansk regions on the basis of the Law of Ukraine and constitutional 
reform) to be finalized by the end of 2015, provided that paragraph 11 has been 
implemented in consultation with and upon agreement by representatives of certain 
areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions in the framework of the Trilateral Contact 
Group. 


10. Withdrawal of all foreign armed formations, military equipment, as well as 
mercenaries from the territory of Ukraine under monitoring of the OSCE. 
Disarmament of all illegal groups. 


11. Carrying out constitutional reform in Ukraine with a new constitution entering 
into force by the end of 2015 providing for decentralization as a key element 
(including a reference to the specificities of certain areas in the Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions, agreed with the representatives of these areas), as well as adopting 
permanent legislation on the special status of certain areas of the Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions in line with measures as set out in the footnote until the end of 
2015. [Note] 


12. Based on the Law of Ukraine “On interim local self-government order in 
certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions”, questions related to local 
elections will be discussed and agreed upon with representatives of certain areas of 
the Donetsk and Luhansk regions in the framework of the Trilateral Contact Group. 
Elections will be held in accordance with relevant OSCE standards and monitored 
by OSCE/ODIHR. 


13. Intensify the work of the Trilateral Contact Group including through the 
establishment of working groups on the implementation of relevant aspects of the 
Minsk agreements. They will reflect the composition of the Trilateral Contact 
Group. 


Note 


Such measures are, according to the Law on the special order for local self- 
government in certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions: 


— Exemption from punishment, prosecution and discrimination for persons 
involved in the events that have taken place in certain areas of the Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions; 


— Right to linguistic self-determ ination; 


— Participation of organs of local self-government in the appointment of heads of 
public prosecution offices and courts in certain areas of the Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions; 
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— Possibility for central governmental authorities to initiate agreements with 
organs of local self-government regarding the economic, social and cultural 
development of certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions; 


— State supports the social and economic development of certain arcas of the 
Donetsk and Luhansk regions; 


— Support by central government authorities of cross-border cooperation in 
certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk regions with districts of the Russian 
Federation; 


— Creation of the people's police units by decision of local councils for the 
maintenance of public order in certain areas of the Donetsk and Luhansk 
regions; 


—The powers of deputies of local councils and officials, elected at early 
elections, appointed by the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine by this law, cannot be 
early terminated. 


Participants of the Trilateral Contact Group: 

Ambassador Heidi Tagliavini 

Second President of Ukraine, L. D. Kuchma 

Ambassador ofthe Russian Federation to Ukraine, M. Yu. Zurabov 
A.W. Zakharchenko 

I.W. Plotnitski 
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Annex II 


Declaration of the President of the Russian Federation, the 
President of Ukraine, the President of the French Republic 
and the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany in 
support of the “Package of Measures for the Implementation of 
the Minsk Agreements", adopted on 12 February 2015 in Minsk 


The President of the Russian Federation, Vladimir Putin, the President of Ukraine, 
Petro Poroshenko, the President of the French Republic, Francois Hollande, and the 
Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany, Dr. Angela Merkel, reaffirm their 
full respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine. They firmly 
believe that there is no alternative to an exclusively peaceful settlement. They are 
fully committed to undertake all possible individual and joint measures to this end. 


Against this background, leaders endorse the Package of Measures for the 
Implementation of the Minsk Agreements adopted and signed on February 12, 2015 
by all signatories who also signed Minsk Protocol of September 5, 2014 and Minsk 
Memorandum of September 19, 2014. Leaders will contribute to this process and 
will use their influence on relevant parties to facilitate the implementation of that 
Package of Measures. 


Germany and France will provide technical expertise for the restoration of the 
segment of the banking system in the conflict affected areas, possibly through the 
establishment of an international mechanism to facilitate social transfers. 


Leaders share the conviction that improved cooperation between the EU, Ukraine 
and Russia will be conducive to the crisis settlement. To this end, they endorse the 
continuation of trilateral talks between the EU, Ukraine and Russia on energy issues 
in order to achieve follow-up stages to the gas winter package. 


They also support trilateral talks between the EU, Ukraine and Russia in order to 
achieve practical solutions to concerns raised by Russia with regards to the 
implementation of the Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement between 
Ukraine and the EU. 


Leaders remain committed to the vision of a joint humanitarian and economic space 
from the Atlantic to the Pacific based upon full respect for international law and the 
OSCE principles. 


Leaders will remain committed to the implementation of the Minsk Agreements. To 
this end, they agree to establish an oversight mechanism in the Normandy format 
which will convene at regular intervals, in principle on the level of senior officials 
from the foreign ministries. 
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Chris Hedges: In Ukraine, Washington Uses Fake 
Evidence as Usual 





Truthdig April 28 2014 
truthdig: 


Truthdig columnist Chris Hedges spoke with RT's Sophie Shevardnadze about the war over the perception of 
who's doing what in Ukraine and the “dubious evidence and fake facts" that broadcast company RT says the 
Obama administration is using. 


Hear Hedges and Shevardnadze speak here and read the transcript, provided by RT, below. 


Sophie Shevardnadze: America often appeals to its First Amendment rights and the freedom of speech, but 
then I can't help but notice that the US officials are very wary of having any journalists voice an alternative 
point of view. I’m sure you've heard Secretary Kerry's statement over RT. Why is that? 


Chris Hedges: There is, as with any government, an official narrative that they seek to disseminate to the public 
and get the press to adopt. I was the Middle East bureau chief for the New York Times and the official narrative, 
which is a pro-Israeli narrative, is one that often is in variance with the truth, and those who attempt to challenge 
that narrative — even if you work for the New York Times — you feel the wrath, not only of systems of power, but 
often the media institutions themselves. 


These media institutions have a vested interest in perpetuating this narrative and we saw that on the Iraq War, 
when the NY Times acted in essence as a mouthpiece for the Bush administration's propaganda about the 
weapons of mass destruction. That's not a new phenomenon, it's not even particularly unique to the US, but the 
more intense the conflict becomes, the more you have power vested in perpetuating that narrative — and the 
Middle East again would be a good example, vis-à-vis Israel — the more fierce and unrelenting their attack will 
be and that's precisely what's happened here. 


SS: I want to talk a little bit more about Secretary Kerry's statement over RT, because that came after Foreign 
Minister Lavrov gave us an interview focusing on Ukraine. And then the State Department hasn't really 
addressed Lavrov's concems over Ukraine. Instead, it preferred to steer the debate towards the channel Lavrov 
chose to give the interview to. Is this propaganda talk a way to evade a real debate? 


CH: Well the last thing they are interested in is an honest debate. They will pick and select truths, facts and 
sometimes even incidents that are not facts to perpetuate the narrative that they seek to disseminate. I mean, as a 
foreign correspondent my job was often times to report on incidents and events that puncture that narrative, and 


that was true with every administration I covered, starting with the Reagan administration in the war in El 
Salvador, Nicaragua where I worked, going on to the Middle East, especially the Israel-Palestine conflict, and 
even going on to Bosnia. And then I covered Al-Qaeda. So I think the role of the free press is to challenge the 
self-serving propaganda that is put out by power, in a vigorous and free press. Unfortunately, press in the US has 
become very anemic, if not utterly subservient to power. 


SS: But why do you think the US officials pay so much attention to RT? It is really obvious that the channel's 
American affiliate isn't reaching as many viewers as the mainstream players like Fox or CNN. 


CH: Sure, but I mean, RT 1$ presenting a narrative that Fox and CNN are not presenting, so they don't have to 
go after Fox and CNN. Fox and CNN are basically toeing a line, and RT isn't. So RT or any other media outlet 
that doesn't toe the line 1$ going to come under attack, because the purpose is to shut down competing narratives. 


SS: Since Ukraine is such a huge story and so much attention is paid to which media says what, in an argument 
the US State Department used fake photo evidence that later gets quietly debunked, for instance the publication 
of alleged pictures of Russian soldiers in NY times. Now, the photos later turned out not to be genuine, although 
the newspaper did apologize, but it was hidden in the fine print, and public opinion is obviously influenced more 
by image. Is that a conscious tactic? 


CH: I can't speak to that specific incident, but that is a common tactic. Images that buttress, again, the narrative 
that those in power want disseminated will find currency. And images, even if they are true — and again, as I 
speak as a foreign correspondent that challenged that narrative — will not be disseminated. I mean, so many 
images, for instance, from the war in Iraq, which were widely available to viewers on stations like Al-Jazeera, 
never appeared on the American airwaves at all. And those images exposed the truth about the American 
occupation of Iraq. But it was too incendiary for the American media to pick up. 


So we're not just talking about Ukraine, we're talking about all foreign policy issues that the US has invested 
themselves in, whether that's Afghanistan, whether that's Iraq, whether that's Israel-Palestine, or in this case, 
whether it's the Ukraine. 


SS: Sure, but I’m talking about Ukraine just because it is such an acute topic right now, especially in this part of 
the world, because we're literally on the border. So just talking about these photos — apologies were posted, 
because they were fake, but then the officials from the White House are still using that argument, and they avoid 
questions asked to their validity. 1 mean is it sort of like ‘anything goes’ here? 


CH: Well, yeah, that's how they play the game. Let's go to the lead-up to the Iraq war, the White House would 
leak stuff to the NY Times, and then they would cite the NY Times as an authority. Or go back to the first Gulf 
War — in order to get the support for the war they created these utterly fictitious stories about Iraqi soldiers 
dumping infants out of incubators in hospitals, leaving them to die. This is business as usual. And Ukraine, 
certainly, the narrative about Ukraine is an example of it, but it's hardly an isolated example. 


SS: I don't know how it went down when you were reporter in the Middle East and in Balkans, but right now 
I’m thinking it's not even overestimation to say that we are definitely witnessing a media war, information war. 
It's probably the new type of war in the 21st century. Could there be any winners in this? What do you think? 


CH: There are no winners when people don't know the truth. There's only disasters, and I think that the US 
policy in the Middle East is an example of that. The extremely short-sighted — to be kind to them — decision on 
the part of this administration, past administration, to expand NATO and to fail to understand Russia's legitimate 
security interests. We would hardly react differently if Mexico or Canada was on our border and Russia was 
treating Mexico or Canada the way we're treating Ukraine and the Baltic states. 


So I think you can't make astute foreign policy and you can't prevent disaster 1f you operate on myth, because 
you're not actually having a dialog. One side is seeking to speak a truth or a concern, and the other side 
essentially fills their ears with wax and creates their own narrative, which is not grounded in reality. And that's, 


again, not an uncommon phenomenon, but it's extremely dangerous because then you make judgments based on 
this mendacious narrative. 


So if we create a kind of false narrative about Ukraine, and act upon it, you’re fuelling a crisis, in the way that 
we've acted upon supposed weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, when there weren't any. 


SS: But also, having that 15 years of experience as a foreign correspondent, more than anyone else you know 
how the story information gets on the way from the ground to notebook, to your editor’s table, to the newsstand 
in New York, or vice versa to Moscow. Also, you know how hard it is for a foreigner who comes to a strange 
country to grasp the complexity of the situation. Is there such a thing as ‘one truth’, really? 


CH: In this sense there is. The truth for, let’s say, an ethnic Russian living in Ukraine is a truth. A truth for an 
ethnic Ukrainian living in Crimea is a truth. There are multiplicities of experiences, but I do think, 
fundamentally, there are things that are true and things that are not true. In a kind of absolute sense, no, but in 
terms of a journalistic sense — and you just cited this picture which turned out to be fraudulent — there are lies, 
there are things, and that’s the role of the press. And 1 think the most vital role of the press is to give voice to 
dissenting viewpoints, to the people whose experiences do not conform to the particular narrative that is being 
peddled by those in power, so that their voices can be heard. 


The closer you get to any situation — and I speak as a foreign correspondent — the kind of murkier and [more] 
opaque it becomes. But the job of a good journalist is to expose that opaqueness to show all the multi-faceted 
sides of it. You know, the varying experiences people have to reality. And I think the failure to do that, the 
creation of a stereotype, or the creation of a narrative where facts and images are confined to this very narrow 
vision that is peddled, then we're talking about a lie. And oftentimes — and I speak again as a reporter — the lie of 
omission is still a lie, and oftentimes in these conflicts it’s what you don’t say and what you don’t tell that is as 
pernicious as the lies that you echo by those in power. 


SS: If we steer away from Ukraine for a moment, and just talk about Russia, why do you think Russia keeps 
coming under informational attack from the West? Take, for example, the Olympics in Sochi. If all I read was 
the Western press, 1 would definitely think it was a disaster. But I was there and all of my peers were there, all of 
my foreign correspondent friends were there, and it looked quite the opposite once you actually saw what they 
had built in Sochi. I’m just wondering, is it just journalistic laziness — too much work to stray from clichés that 
actually sell ~ or is it a conscious decision to follow them to sell more, maybe? 


CH: It's careerism. Unfortunately, probably the majority of journalists are careerists and they know what is good 
for their career and what kind of stereotypes and what kind of narratives are going to get them ahead, both in the 
newsroom and in terms of the power structure itself. So I would really put it down to careerism. 


I think a lot of journalists at the beginning of the war in Iraq, whatever doubts they had, they put them aside 
because they realized that challenging that Bush narrative was a career killer. And I speak as somebody who 
denounced the war in Iraq, while I was in NY Times and lost my job because of it... 


SS: What? You got fired? 


CH: Well, I was given a formal written reprimand for denouncing the cause to invade the Iraq, predicting 
exactly what was going to happen — Гуе spent seven years in the Middle East, I’m an Arabic speaker. And a 
formal written reprimand under the rules means that after you're given this reprimand, the next time I spoke 
about the war they would have grounds to fire me. But I quit before [they could], because I wasn't going to stop 
speaking out. 


SS: I want to talk about other phenomena, which is whistleblowing and Snowden. Former UK Defense 
Secretary Liam Fox recently claimed that Snowden's leaks enabled Russia to act in Crimea and blamed him for 
Crimean secession, even, and called him coward. What do you think? Aren't those claims a bit far-fetched for 
someone who just leaked government's secret information? 


СН: I did a debate at Oxford Union over Snowden, and we won the debate. It was whether that House would 
call Snowden *hero' and the way that they attacked Snowden was to try and link him to Philby and Burgess — 
British spies who fled to the then-Soviet Union. I mean, it was just insane. What they are doing to Snowden 1$ а 
quite concerted and orchestrated effort at character assassination, because the fact is that he has exposed a clear 
violation, crimes against the Constitution. That's a statement made by the former Vice-President Al Gore. And 
so, rather than deal with what he has exposed, which 1$ the wholesale surveillance in direct violation of our 
constitutional rights, they go after him personally. That is the tactic, that has been the tactic, and that will be the 
tactic. That's absurd, of course. 


SS: But also, I’m thinking, the revelations about surveillance are pouring in all the time, and knowing about 
surveillance hasn't really changed the fact that we're still all being surveilled and it 1$ all still happening. Do you 
think it makes Edward Snowden affair lose its point? 


CH: Well, that's what those of us in the States are worried about, that there'll be some kind of cosmetic reforms, 
review panels, they'll play around with who holds the meta-data for how long, which is what White House is 
doing. But the actual structure of mass surveillance they do not intend to touch, and unfortunately although 
Snowden has exposed some very disturbing truths about our security and surveillance state, there's certainly no 
movement within the structures of power, there's no mass movement on the street, and yeah, that's my fear, that 
they'll keep doing what they are doing. 


SS: But do you think the current chill between Russia and the US has much to do with Snowden, or that's 
already has been forgotten? 


CH: I don't think this has anything to do with Snowden. I mean, they can't be happy that Snowden 1$ there, of 
course, but I think that chill is... I don't think Snowden is anyway incremental or important to that, to the kind 
of ~ maybe ‘antagonism’ is too strong ~ but the tension between the US and Russia. 


SS: You know that the Pulitzer Prize for the Washington Post and the Guardian was assigned for publishing 
those revelations, and that's a pretty big deal, that's a huge honor, right? But does that signal a wider 
acknowledgement of Snowden's revelations of wrongdoings of NSA surveillance? 


CH: It's important in that it gives a kind of legitimacy to those revelations. You know, the Pulitzer would have 
been a laughing stock if it didn't do that. This is a classic case of leaking of documents for the common good, for 
the public good, and I applaud their decision, but I don't think they actually had any choice if they were going to 
have any credibility within the journalistic establishment as a whole. 


So it's important in that it gives a kind of protection to those journalists like Glen Greenwald and Laura Poitras 
and Barton Gellman and others who wrote this, which I support. But I don't know how much - to go back to the 
point we made before — I don't know how much...I mean, I’m worried that the system itself will continue 
without any kind of restraint, any kind of oversight, any kind of control. That, unfortunately, as the weeks go by, 
seems to be where we're heading. 


SS: There is an investigation going on in Germany over NSA and GCHQ spying in that country, and even 
President Obama came out after those scandals broke out, and actually said “Yeah, this whole surveillance thing 
may be over the top, we going to try to sort of cut down there..." But do you think London and Washington will 
agree to be part of that investigation in Germany? 


CH: Merkel has asked the White House for guarantees that German citizens will not be spied upon, and the US 
government won't give those guarantees. They have no intention of giving those guarantees. If you really want 
to boil that down to what Snowden leaked, the message 1$ that the US will do anything it wants anywhere in the 
world and there's nothing you can do about it. That's really the core of it, and that certainly has been true in the 
case of Germany. We just had the most vigorous popular protest around the wholesale surveillance and I wish 
we could replicate some of that here in the US. 


SS: Some are really calling to Snowden to testify in that case. Is that an idea that Germany could pick up you 
think, or it wouldn't risk angering the US too much? 


CH: I can't answer that question because I don't cover Germany, so I don't know the inner workings of Merkel 
government to be able to give you an answer to that. 


SS: Right now I want to talk to you a little bit about America's interests versus America's principles. Do you 
think Washington's stated foreign policy goals and its interests always coincide? Because sometimes it does 
seem like the US 1$ hostage of its principles. 


CH: You know, that kind of rhetoric is for domestic and international consumption. I've spent my life on the 
outer reaches of empire, whether that was the Latin America, the Middle East, Africa, the Balkans, and I know 
the dirty work of empire. АП the things about liberating Iraq and bringing democracy to people in the Middle 
East — that is to give a kind of moral veneer to war crimes. I mean, preemptive war under post-Nuremberg laws 
is a war crime. So I don't think any of us — and I’ve spent 20 years overseas — take any of that rhetoric seriously 
at all. 


The last thing the US wants in countries like Afghanistan or anywhere else is democracy. They want control, and 
we have a long history, whether it's Mosaddegh in Iran or Arbenz in Guatemala, of overthrowing democratic 
systems when they do things we don't like. 


SS: We're seeing kind of same thing in Ukraine, there's a lot of very tough talk over the country and there's been 
a gunboat diplomacy as well, with NATO ships in the Baltic and the Black Sea, troop surge in the eastern area 
etc., but we've already seen how cautious Americans get when there's talk of war, and I mean, the American 
public, polls, show no support for a strike on Syria. And President Obama didn't even go to the Congress for 
approval. That means nobody really wants to fight, right? 


CH: That's my impression. And I don't think the Administration wants to fight either. I mean they've sent 600 
troops to Poland or something ~ is this really... Yeah, I’m worried about it, and I’m worried about it because, to 
go back to the beginning of the interview, I think the American public is utterly misinformed about what has 
been happening in Ukraine, and the provocation that is being carried out by the US and NATO on Russia's 
border, which we should not be doing. And Russia reacts as we would react in the similar situation. 


I think it’s just a very short-sighted and foolish foreign policy, the whole idea of trying to incorporate the Baltic 
States — and there were even overtures made to Ukraine — into NATO is insane. And that makes it dangerous. I 
don't think there's any stomach here, certainly not on streets, but I think even at official levels for any kind ofa 
real war. I certainly pray that's the case. 


Why Don't the U.S. Mainstream Media Report 
Vladimir Putin's Take on the Ukraine Crisis? 


Robert Parry / Consortium News JUNE 14, 2017 


| see a threat. 





By Robert Parry / Consortiumnews 


Oliver Stone, right, interviews Russian President Vladimir Putin for “The Putin Interview,” a four-part series on 
Showtime. 


A prime example of how today’s mainstream media paradigm works in the U.S. is the case of Ukraine, where 
Americans have been shielded from evidence that the 2014 ouster of democratically elected President Viktor 
Yanukovych was a U.S.-supported coup d'etat spearheaded by violent neo-Nazi extremists. 


As The New York Times has instructed us, there was no coup in Ukraine; there was по U.S. interference; and 
there weren't even that many neo-Nazis. And, the ensuing civil conflict wasn't a resistance among 
Yanukovych’s supporters to his illegal ouster; no, it was “Russian aggression” or a “Russian invasion." 


If you deviate from this groupthink — 1f you point out how U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland 
talked about the U.S. spending $5 billion on Ukraine; 1f you mention her pre-coup intercepted phone call with 
U.S. Ambassador Geoffrey Pyatt discussing who the new leaders would be and how “to glue" or how “to 
“midwife this thing"; if you note how Nuland and Sen. John McCain urged on the violent anti-Yanukov ych 
protesters; if you recognize that snipers firing from far-right-controlled buildings killed both police and 
protesters to provoke the climactic ouster of Yanukovych; and if you think all that indeed looks like a coup — you 
obviously are the victim of *Russian propaganda and disinformation." 


But most Americans probably haven't heard any of that evidence revealing a coup, thanks to the mainstream 
U.S. media, which has essentially banned those deviant facts from the public discourse. If they are mentioned at 
all, they are lumped together with “fake news" amid the reassuring hope that soon there will be algorithms to 
purge such troublesome information from the Internet. 


So, if Americans tune in to Part Three of Oliver Stone's “The Putin Interviews” on “Showtime” and hear 
Russian President Vladimir Putin explain his perspective on the Ukraine crisis, they may become alarmed that 
Putin, leader of a nuclear-armed country, is delusional. 


A Nuanced Perspective 


In reality, Putin's account of the Ukraine crisis is fairly nuanced. He notes that there was genuine popular anger 
over the corruption that came to dominate Ukraine after the Soviet Union's collapse in 1991 and the selling off 
of the nation's assets to well-connected “oligarchs.” 


Putin recognizes that many Ukrainians felt that an association with the European Union could help solve their 
problems. But that created a problem for Russia because of the absence of tariffs between Russia and Ukraine 
and concems about the future of bilateral trade that is especially important to Ukraine, which stood to lose some 
$160 billion. 


When Yanukovych decided to postpone the E.U. agreement so he could iron out that problem, protests erupted, 
Putin said. But — from that point on — Putin's narrative deviates from what the U.S. government and 
mainstream media tell the American people. 


"Our European and American partners managed to mount this horse of discontent of the people and instead of 
trying to find out what was really happening, they decided to support the coup d'etat," Putin said. 


Contrary to the U.S. claims blaming Yanukovych for the violence in the Maidan protests, Putin said, 
“Yanukovych didn't give an order to use weapons against civilians. And incidentally, our Western partners, 
including the United States, asked us to influence him so that he did not give any orders to use weapons. They 
told us, ‘We ask you to prevent President Yanukovych from using the armed forces.’ And they promised ... they 
were going to do everything for the opposition to clear the squares and the administrative buildings. 


“We said, ‘Very well, that is a good proposal. We are going to work on it.’ And, as you know, President 
Yanukovych didn't resort to using the Armed Forces. And President Yanukovych said that he couldn't imagine 
any other way of dealing with this situation. He couldn't sign an order on the use of weapons." 


Though Putin did not specifically finger blame for the sniper fire on Feb. 20, 2014, which killed more than a 

dozen police and scores of protesters, he said, “Well, who could have placed these snipers? Interested parties, 
parties who wanted to escalate the situation. ... We have information available to us that armed groups were 

trained in the western parts of Ukraine itself, in Poland, and in a number of other places." 


After the bloodshed of Feb. 20, Yanukovych and opposition leaders on Feb. 21 signed an accord, brokered and 
guaranteed by three European govemments, for early elections and, in the meantime, a reduction of 
Yanukovych's powers. 


Ignoring a Political Deal 


But the opposition, led by neo-Nazi and other extreme nationalist street fighters, brushed aside the agreement 
and escalated their seizing of government buildings, although The New York Times and other U.S. accounts 
would have the American people believe that Yanukovych simply abandoned his office. 


"That's the version used to justify the support granted to the coup," Putin said. *Once the President left for 
Kharkov, the second largest city in the country to attend an internal political event, armed men seized the 
Presidential Residence. Imagine something like that in the U.S., if the White House was seized, what would you 
call that? A coup d'etat? Or say that they just came to sweep the floors? 


"The Prosecutor General was shot at, one of the security officers was wounded. And the motorcade of President 
Yanukovych himself was shot at. So it's nothing short of an armed seizure of power. Moreover, one day 
afterwards he used our support and relocated to Crimea (where he stayed for more than a week) thinking that 
there was still a chance that those who put their signatures on the (Feb. 21) agreement with the opposition would 
make an attempt to settle this conflict by civilized democratic legal means. But that never happened and it 
became clear that if he were taken he would be killed. 


"Everything can be perverted and distorted, millions of people can be deceived, if you use the monopoly of the 
media. But in the end, I believe that for an impartial spectator it is clear what has happened — a coup d'etat had 
taken place." 


Putin noted how the new regime in Kiev immediately sought to limit use of the Russian language and allowed 
extreme nationalist elements to move against eastern provinces known as the Donbass where ethnic Russians 
were the vast majority of the population. 


Putin continued, “First, there were attempts at arresting them [ethnic Russians] using the police, but the police 
defected to their side quite quickly. Then the central authorities started to use Special Forces and in the night, 
people were snatched and taken to prison. Certainly, people in Donbass, after that, they took up arms. 


"But once this happened, hostilities started so instead of engaging in dialogue with people in the southeast part 
of Ukraine, they [Ukraine government officials] used Special Forces, and started to use weapons directly — tanks 
and even military aircraft. There were strikes from multiple rocket launchers against residential neighborhoods. 
... We repeatedly appealed to this new leadership asking them to abstain from extreme actions." 


However, the civil conflict only grew worse with thousands of people killed in some of the worst violence that 
Europe has seen since World War П. In the U.S. mainstream media, however, the crisis was blamed entirely on 
Putin and Russia. 


The Crimea Case 


As for the so-called “annexation” of Crimea, a peninsula in the Black Sea that was historically part of Russia 
and that even after the Soviet break-up hosted a major Russian naval base at Sevastopol, Putin's account also 
deviated sharply from what Americans have been told. 


When Stone asked about the “annexation,” Putin responded: “We were not the ones to annex Crimea. The 
citizens of Crimea decided to join Russia. The legitimate parliament of Crimea, which was elected based on the 
Ukrainian legislation, announced a referendum. The Parliament, by an overwhelming majority, voted to join 
Russia. 


"The coup d'etat in Ukraine was accompanied by a surge in violence. And there was even the threat that 
violence would be perpetrated by nationalists against Crimea, against those who consider themselves to be 
Russian and who think Russian is their mother language. And people got concemed — they were preoccupied 
by their own safety. 


"According to the corresponding international agreement [with Ukraine], we had a right to have 20,000 people 
at our military base in the Crimea. We had to facilitate the work of the Parliament of Crimea, the representative 
government body, in order for this Parliament to be able to assemble and affect actions in accordance with the 
law. 


"The people had to feel they were safe. Yes, we created conditions for people to go to polling stations, but we 
did not engage in any hostilities. More than 90 percent of the Crimean population turned out, they voted, and 
once the ballot was cast, the [Crimean] Parliament, based on the outcome of the referendum, addressed the 
Russian parliament, asking to incorporate it into the Russian Federation. 


"Moreover, Ukraine lost the territory, not due to Russia's position, but due to the position assumed by those who 
are living in Crimea. These people didn't want to live under the banner of nationalists." 


Stone challenged some of Putin's concems that Ukraine might have turned the Russian naval base over to 
NATO. “Even if NATO made an agreement with Ukraine, I still don't see a threat to Russia with the new 
weaponry," Stone said. 


Putin responded: “I see a threat. The threat consists in the fact that once NATO comes to this or that country, the 
political leadership of that country as a whole, along with its population, cannot influence the decisions NATO 
takes, including the decisions related to stationing the military infrastructure. Even very sensitive weapons 
systems can be deployed. I'm also talking about the anti-ballistic missile systems." 


Putin also argued that the U.S. government exploited the situation in Ukraine to spread hostile propaganda 
against Russia, saying: 


"Through initiating the crisis in Ukraine, they've [American officials] managed to stimulate such an attitude 
towards Russia, viewing Russia as an enemy, a possible potential aggressor. But very soon everyone is going to 
understand, that there is no threat whatsoever emanating from Russia, either to the Baltic countries, or to Eastern 
Europe, or to Western Europe." 


A Dangerous Standoff 


Putin shed light, too, on a little-noticed confrontation involving a U.S. destroyer, the USS Donald Cook, that 
steamed through the Black Sea toward Crimea in the middle of the crisis but turned back when Russian aircraft 
buzzed the ship and Russia activated its shoreline defense systems. 


Stone compared the situation to the Cuban Missile Crisis when a Soviet ship tumed back rather than challenge 
the blockade that President John Kennedy had established around the island. But Putin didn't see the 


confrontation with the U.S. destroyers as grave as that. 


Putin said, *Once Crimea became a full-fledged part of the Russian Federation, our attitude toward this territory 
changed dramatically. If we see a threat to our territory, and Crimea is now part of Russia, just as any other 
country, we will have to protect our territory by all means at our disposal. ... 


“I wouldn't draw an analogy with the Cuban Missile Crisis, because back then the world was on the brink ofa 
nuclear apocalypse. Luckily, the situation didn't go so far this time. Even though we did indeed deploy our most 
sophisticated, our cutting-edge systems for the coastal defense," known as the Bastion. 


"Certainly — against such missiles as the ones we've deployed in Crimea — such a ship as the Destroyer Donald 
Cook is simply defenseless. ... Our Commanders always have the authorization to use any means for the defense 
of the Russian Federation. ... Yes , certainly it would have been very bad. What was the Donald Cook doing so 
close to our land? Who was trying to provoke whom? And we are determined to protect our territory. ... 


“Once the destroyer was located and detected, they [the U.S. crew] saw that there was a threat, and the ship itself 
saw that it was the target of the missile systems. I don't know who the Captain was, but he showed much 
restraint, I think he is a responsible man, and a courageous officer to boot. I think it was the right decision that 
he took. He decided not to escalate the situation. He decided not to proceed. It doesn't at all mean that it would 
have been attacked by our missiles, but we had to show them that our coast was protected by the missile 

systems. 


"The Captain sees right away that his ship has become the target of missile systems — he has special equipment 
to detect such kinds of situations. ... But indeed we were brought to the brink, so to speak. ... Yes, certainly. We 
had to respond somehow. Yes, we were open to positive dialogue. We did everything to achieve a political 
settlement. But they [U.S. officials] had to give their support to this unconstitutional seizure of power. I still 
wonder why they had to do that?" 


It also remains a question why the U.S. mainstream media feels that it must protect the American people from 
alternative views even as the risks of nuclear confrontation escalate. 
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Four months after the Minsk Il accords, the Ukraine crisis continues to simmer, with occasional violent 
eruptions. The ceasefire in Donbass has not prevented some 1,000 people from losing their lives since 
February, adding to the previous fatality count of more than 5,000. Some of the heavy weapons that both 
sides should have pulled back from the line of contact are still positioned close to that line, and are 
active. 


Despite some technical contacts with the participation of both Kiev and Donbass, political dialogue on 
the "modalities" of local elections has not started. Kiev has balked at issuing pardon and amnesty to 
those it still terms "terrorists" Exchanges of prisoners and hostages have taken place, but some are 
definitely still being held against their will. Some humanitarian supplies are managing to get through to 
the region but no convoys are allowed to cross the ceasefire lines. "Full restoration of social and 
economic transfers,” including pensions and taxes, has not happened. The reality is more of a tightening 
economic blockade. 


The restoration of Kiev's control of the Ukrainian-Russian border, which was supposed to begin right after 
the local elections and be completed after the "full political regulation" of the situation in Donbass by 
the end of 2015, has been blocked by complete lack of progress on the political front. There has been no 
evidence of a pullout of foreign forces and weapons and disarmament of illegal groups. Russia's support 
for the "people's republics" is unwavering. Constitutional reform in Ukraine aimed at drawing up a new 
basic law for the country by the end of 2015, even if it proceeds, will go on without Donbass. 


This is a dismal record by any standard, but compared to the numerous and highly authoritative recent 
predictions from Kiev, picked up in Brussels and Washington, of an imminent Russian invasion, the 
situation is less bad than feared by many. Moreover, the month of May has seen some diplomatic activity 


between the West and Russia, including the visits by German Chancellor Angela Merkel to Moscow and by 
US Secretary of State John Kerry to Sochi. 


For the first time in many months, Russian President Vladimir Putin was engaged face-to-face by a senior 
member of the Obama administration. These conversations, particularly Kerry's, have provoked 
speculations about a climb-down from the 15-months-old confrontation between Russia and the West 
over Ukraine. 


This, unfortunately, is wishful thinking. The most that has been achieved in Sochi is a degree of 
understanding between Washington and Moscow about the dangers of allowing the conflict to boil over 
and potentially to widen. Both the Russians and the Americans sought assurances from the other party 
that they are not pursuing a military solution. The Obama Administration, focusing on the president's 
foreign policy legacy, was also interested in getting Russia's continued cooperation on the Iranian nuclear 
issue, and possibly also Syria and the Islamic State (IS). 


The last thing Obama needs is a conflict in Ukraine getting out of control, confronting his administration 
with the risk of deeper and more direct US involvement. The Kremlin, for its part, having protected the 
rebel-held enclave in Donbass, is preparing now to sit and watch economic hardship in Ukraine lead to 
social tensions and ultimately to political upheavals overthrowing the Maidan-installed leadership in 
Kiev. Freezing the conflict for now looks like the best option for both the United States and Russia. 


A frozen conflict in Donbass is not what the European Union wants. Europe insists on full implementation 
of the Minsk accords. However, it needs to face up to the harsh realities. Donbass rebels want a 
confederal status within Ukraine, complete with a veto on the country's potential NATO membership. Kiev 
wants to crush the rebellion, punish its leaders and activists, and end Russian interference in Ukraine. No 
compromise between the two seems possible. Minsk 11 is definitely headed for a train wreck. Its likely 
failure, however, must not be allowed to lead to a resumption of the large-scale hostilities that we saw 
last summer and winter. 


To avert looming disaster, the parties to the Minsk agreement and the United States need to focus on 
those elements of it which can be implemented: stabilizing the ceasefire; pulling back heavy weapons; 
and exchanging prisoners. This means in practice much tighter control of the forces physically 
confronting each other across the line of contact. 


Russia, of course, will have to support Donbass economically and financially, but that burden will be light 
compared to the burden that others will have to carry to support Ukraine and avert its meltdown. As for 
the rest of Minsk II, the agreement should be converted into an open-ended diplomatic process, which 
might come in handy when and if conditions on the ground change. 


Four decades after Helsinki and a quarter-century after the fall of the Berlin Wall, Europe has entered a 
new period of insecurity. This is not just one crisis, however acute, which can be resolved in short order, 
so that the situation returns to "normal." Things will not be fixed quickly. Behind the Ukraine crisis looms 
the Russia problem, which despite a number of attempts, was not solved by means of the country's 
inclusion into the Euro-Atlantic security system. 


Ironically, the problem can hardly be solved by means of Russia's exclusion from the rest of Europe; this 
is a recipe for a continued standoff. No "grand bargain" between Russia and the West is even conceivable 
at this point. European security is at an impasse. 


While no new "end state" of European security is visible at this time, things will likely have to play 
themselves out. The Baltic States and Poland should feel safe: Russia is not after them. 


New crises, however, are possible elsewhere - for example in Transnistria, where the Russian-protected 
mini-state may be squeezed hard by Ukraine and Moldova. In the bigger scheme of things, Ukraine's 
domestic evolution will be of prime importance. Will the country finally be able to reform itself or will the 
country's elites, which have not changed much since the Maidan revolution, use the conflict in Donbass as 
an excuse not to? 


Finally, US concerns about alleged Russian violations of the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty 
(INF) might return US missiles to Europe, so that they can target Russian strategic assets at close range. 
Should that happen, a new Euromissile crisis will be inevitable. 


It may be that things will get worse before they get better. If so, then rather than thinking about some 


grand architecture for the future, it would make more sense now to think about stepping away from the 
brink. 


Pathways leading toward safer ground include stabilizing the situation in Donbass; preventing a new 
crisis in Transnistria; using confidence-building measures and direct lines of communication to prevent 
accidents and avoid miscalculation. For the United States, Russia is now Europe's problem to deal with. 
The Europeans need to rise to the challenge and come up with a strategy of conflict management, 
prevention and eventually resolution. Their own security depends on it. 
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After the ceasefire negotiated in Minsk, a peace settlement in eastern Ukraine remains distant. Most of 
the points in the agreement, including Ukraine's constitutional reform and the resumption of Kiev's 
control over the entire Ukrainian-Russian border, will probably never be implemented. The most one can 
hope for is that the conflict is frozen and people stop dying. Even that, however, cannot be taken for 
granted, as continued fighting ahead of the ceasefire's formal entry into force suggests. 


If the truce sticks, it will be the first negotiated arrangement in a newly divided Europe, leaving Russia 
almost alone on the east, with much of the rest of Europe supporting Ukraine. This split can grow much 
worse if the conflict in Donbass continues. But even if it stops, reconciliation is not on the cards. This 
means that in the foreseeable future there will be no common security system on the continent of 
Europe, no commonly agreed-upon norms and no rules of behaviour. The world disorder has entered the 
recently most stable and best-regulated part of the globe: Europe. 


The idea that a combination of western sanctions and the low oil price can bring a change in Kremlin 
policies, or a change in the Kremlin itself, has so far not been borne out by the facts. Putin remains 
defiant, the elites do not turn against him, and his popularity among the bulk of the Russian people, 
despite the hardships they have begun to feel, is at record levels. These people are not ignorant of the 
dangers a continued conflict over Ukraine can pose to them, but lay the blame for these on Kiev, 
Washington and the European leaders. Putin, whether as war leader or a peacemaker, is their champion. 


At Minsk, he has achieved his minimal goal. Kiev has conceded the failure of its efforts to wipe out the 
Donbass rebels backed by Moscow. If the ceasefire becomes permanent, the "people's republics" will be 
physically safe and can start turning themselves into functioning entities on the models of Transnistria. 
Russia will need to supply them with more than weapons and humanitarian assistance, straining its 
resources even more, but there's hardly an alternative. For Putin, and most Russians, these are "our 
people". 


Yet, in Minsk, Putin reaffirmed Russia's official position that Donbass should remain part of Ukraine. This 
is not a concession. Within a formally unified Ukraine, Donetsk and Lugansk are a protected centre of 
resistance to the political leadership in Kiev. The situation in the rest of the country permitting, they can 
expand their influence beyond Donbass and link up with those who, a year after the triumph of the 
Maidan, have become disillusioned with their government, which is woefully unable to tame corruption 
and improve the lives of ordinary Ukrainians. Indeed, if the truce in the east of the country holds, the 
future of Ukraine will depend on how it manages reform and popular discontent. 


Russia has not so much "lost Ukraine", as, at least for the time being, its European option. The recent joint 
trip of chancellor Angela Merkel and president Francois Hollande to Moscow, which paved the road to 
Minsk, is a rare top-level visit to Russia by western leaders these days. The German-Russian relationship, 
a mainstay of Europe's post-cold war stability, has dangerously frayed. With politics adversarial and 
history divisive, the 70th anniversary of the end of the Second World War has led to controversies, with a 
number of politicians in Poland, the Baltic states and Ukraine seeking to minimise the Soviet Union's 
contribution to the defeat of Nazism or accusing the Soviets of crimes to exonerate those who sided with 
Hitler against Stalin. 


Thus, as a result of the Ukraine conflict, the gulf between Russia and the European Union is wide, deep 
and growing. The Russian government does not expect the lifting of EU sanctions for a long time and, 
even then, it is hard to expect business as before. Putin's idea of a "greater Europe from Dublin to 
Vladivostok”, which he was seeking to sell to the European, particularly German business community, only 
five years ago, is being replaced by the reality of Russia's increasing closeness to China and the rise of 
what can be called a "greater Asia from Shanghai to St Petersburg". When Putin reviews the Victory Day 
military parade on 9 May, his most honoured guest will be the Chinese president, Xi Jinping, with Barack 
Obama and most other western leaders boycotting the celebration. 


De facto expelled from the G8, in confrontation with the United States and with its European option 
closed, Russia is not isolated elsewhere. Apart from China, itis trying to expand ties to India, which is also 
joining this year the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. When Putin hosts the twin summits of Brics and 
SCO in Ufa in July, he will be in the chair of the two most prominent clubs of the non-western world. 
Thanks to China's economic and financial might, and Russia's international experience, these clubs have a 
potential for evolving into serious organisations capable of providing a measure of financial and political 
leadership. 


It is not all symbolism. In a dramatic move, Russia has dropped Gazprom's pet project, the South Stream, 
in favour of a gas pipeline running through Turkey to meet the EU on the Greek border. Turkey, a Nato 
member and US ally, is strengthening economic links to Russia. So is, albeit more quietly, South Korea, 
another key US ally. Prime minister Shinzo Abe of Japan has not given up on his vision of a normalised 
and economically vibrant relationship with Russia. 


In the Middle East, Russia has intensified its outreach to Iran and Egypt, while keeping active relations 
with Israel and courting Saudi Arabia, not to count its involvement in Syria, of course. From Latin America 
to south-east Asia to Pakistan, Russia has been looking for customers for its newly revived defence 
industry. 


Ukraine is not the centre of the geopolitical universe, neither is Russia central to the future of the globe. 
Yet, Ukraine and the global crisis over it point to the start of a new period in world politics. Great powers 
- Russia overtly, China covertly - are challenging the US-dominated order. Nationalism, on the rise in 
places from Turkey to India to Japan, leads to a further erosion of that order. Attempts to degrade and 
destroy Islamic State have yielded only partial, reversible results. 


Having lost Russia as a partner and gained Ukraine as a new responsibility, Europe is uncertain what to 
do. Germany has provided a modicum of diplomatic leadership to the EU as a whole, but the larger issue 
of strategic goals and how to achieve them has not been properly addressed. Europe, an island of 
stability and peace for the last quarter-century, is rejoining the world. 


Source: The Guardian 
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The Minsk agreements were slammed by many, and few believed they would be effective. There seemed 
to be a good reason to be skeptical - the post-Maidan authorities that were backed by the powerful 
western conglomerate did not see any benefits whatsoever in adhering to all of the provisions of the 
document. Indeed, Minsk Il was never implemented by the end of 2015, which was the agreed deadline; 
however, it proved effective enough to contain the highly precarious situation in Donbass. In the past few 
weeks this has been obvious as never before. 


In the last few days of June the scarcely frozen situation in Donbass started sliding back into an open 
conflict. Naturally, skirmishes in the conflict zone had never stopped, which is quite normal for this 
Situation. For instance, in Nagorno-Karabakh, the ceasefire regime is broken along the contact line 
virtually every day over more than two decades now. The conflicting parties in the Caucasus and Donbass 
alike blame each other for the shootings. However, on 29 June, the Ukrainian Armed Forces supported by 
armored units cracked the line in the vicinity of Debaltseve and went several kilometers deep into the 
territory of the DPR. The assault was repelled; however, it remains an important precedent, along with 
numerous examples of shellings of Donetsk, which have become increasingly frequent. In early July, a 
mine explosion killed a commander of a militia unit near Donetsk. There are many similar examples of 
destabilization in the area of the Ukrainian conflict - the situation has clearly aggravated. The ashes of 
crises smoldering under the sand of the Minsk agreements seem to have rekindled a new fire. 





Photo: www.rbc.ua 


However, given the current status of the Minsk process, it is the absence of armed hostilities in Donbass 
that is astonishing, not the skirmishes. The problem is that in late 2015, Minsk Il was extended for another 
six months, until mid-2016. This new deadline has now passed, and measures to resolve the crisis mostly 
remain on paper. The Russian side refuses to participate in any in Normandy format negotiations at any 
level. The reason is simple: such meetings have become pointless, as Kyiv will not comply with the agreed 
terms. As they say in Russia, "seven do not wait for one, but Ukraine manages to have its three Normandy 
partners wait for it. The result is Ms. Nuland's futile shuttle-like trips between the four European capital 
cities. 


The recent effort by the Assistant Secretary of State is understandable - Washington needs to maintain 
the status quo at least until the presidential election, scheduled to be held this fall. It would be naive to 
think that Washington is unable to force Kyiv to adhere to Minsk II ~ in the past few years there have been 
frequent examples of "voluntary-compulsory decision-making" by European countries upon the 
recommendation of the United States, especially as far as their eastern policies were concerned. The 
sanctions became the most vivid, yet not the only example. If, following Nuland's visits, Kyiv continues its 
signature imitation of active work to implement the Minsk agreements, then this pattern of behavior suits 
Washington. Indeed, otherwise all of the Minsk II provisions would have to be complied with, including 
the need to introduce in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions the right of language self-determination, 
participation of local self-government in the appointment of the heads of prosecutors’ offices and courts 
based on local authorities' decisions, etc. In the current context, this scenario would look like an obvious 
defeat of the U.S. in Ukraine. This obviousness might entail a failure for Washington democrats at the 
November election. 


Anyway, reneging on the Minsk agreements, which appear to be so inconvenient both for Ukraine and the 
U.S., is not the best option, since military operations resume - the developments in Donbass in the last 
few weeks show that there is sufficient potential for hostilities. Apparently, in this scenario, Washington 


will not be able to resolve another crisis on the planet. Does it mean that the opponent of the democrats 
in the presidential race does have the point when he calls for focusing on internal issues instead of 
getting involved in foreign political undertakings? American voters should not be encouraged to ask 
themselves this question ahead of the ballot day, hence the decision worthy of Solomon - to maintain 
the status quo, even though there is a risk that the situation in Donbas may spin out of control, as it 
happened recently. 


Moscow must be aware of this logic and is therefore not eager to participate in new Normandy format 
meetings until current U.S. administration leaves the office and opens up room for dialogue. The only 
problem is whether the Minsk II freeze is strong enough to hold out on the Ukrainian frontline until 
November. 
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In the mid-19th century, Otto von Bismarck described politics as the “art of the possible” A century later, 
John Kenneth Galbraith, American economist and philosopher, questioned the Iron Chancellor's 
definition, arguing that, "Politics is not the art of the possible. It consists in choosing between the 
disastrous and the unpalatable.” In essence, however, these two formulas do not contradict one another. 
Both of them warn against political idealism and romantic black-and-white thinking, and both of them 
call for the construction of a political course that takes real conditions into account — conditions that are 
often far from ideal. 


It thus follows that if the conditions are not ideal, then the results of political strategies — even the most 
carefully thought-through, well considered and justified — will inevitably be flawed as well. In other 
words, successful political practice by definition involves concessions, difficult compromises, and forced 
deviations from previously declared positions. Just like life, politics is not always fair. Nations, like 
individuals, do not always get what they rightfully deserve, but rather what they manage to get in 
negotiations with their counterparts. This is why one of the most difficult decisions for a politician to 
make is where exactly to draw the red line separating the inevitable concessions and compromises from 
capitulation, treason and personal shame. In other words, the politician has to learn what can and cannot 
be the subject of political bargaining. 


It is precisely this difficult decision that Russian and Ukrainian politicians must make today in 
determining their positions with regard to the deployment of the UN Blue Helmets in Donbass. There are 
at least seven aspects of the possible peacekeeping mission that require some kind of compromise to be 
reached by Moscow and Kiev — even if they are purely tactical with hopes for further revision in the 


future. A lack of mutual understanding on just one of these aspects will inevitably put the future of the 
entire operation in jeopardy, prolonging the "hostile" phase of the disastrous conflict in the center of 
Europe. 


1. The Sides in the Conflict 


Every single one of Ukraine's proposals regarding an international peacekeeping mission over the past 
two years has invariably included the same goal. The Ukrainian leadership desperately tied to directly or 
indirectly revise the Minsk И Agreement signed on February 12, 2015, which states that the parties to the 
conflict are not Russia and Ukraine, but rather Kiev on the one hand and the Donetsk and Luhansk 
people's republics (DPR and LPR) on the other. Had the Ukrainian side succeeded during the discussions 
about the peacekeeping mission in having Russia's status in the conflict changed to that of an 
acknowledged direct participant in the conflict, then Kiev would have had significant momentum to exert 
international pressure on the Kremlin. Equally as important, such a decision would have allowed Ukraine 
to continue avoiding direct negotiations with the leaders of the DPR and LPR and, consequently, any 
direct recognition of their legitimacy. In sum, redefining the sides to the conflict would mean a major 
victory for Ukraine and a major defeat for Russia. 


However, since the critical significance of this issue is obvious to Moscow as well, it is difficult to imagine 
a situation in which Russia would agree to have its current legal status in the conflict changed. Such a 
concession would entail a significant revision of the official Russian narrative with regard to the Ukrainian 
crisis ("the conflict in Donbass is a civil war situation in Ukraine"), as well as a rejection of Russia's 
primary achievement in the Minsk И Agreement. 


At present, Moscow's position looks stronger than that of Kiev: neither Europe nor the United States is 
prepared to make any radical revisions to the Minsk Il Agreement. Let us not forget that the Minsk 11 
Agreement was officially acknowledged by the UN Security Council under S/RES/2202 on February 17, 2015. 
Any action carried out by the United Nations in Ukraine has to be based in one way or another on that 
resolution. This, by the way, is why the idea that pops up with great regularity in Kiev of invoking UN 
General Assembly Resolution 377, which would allow the issue of establishing peace and security to be 
delegated to the General Assembly in the light of the Security Council's continuous inability to do so, is 
unlikely to work. S/RES/2202 bocks GA/RES/337. 


On the other hand, Russia's demand that Kiev holds direct negotiations with the DPR and LPR today is 
just as unacceptable as it has ever been for Kiev, which categorically refuses to acknowledge the legal 
existence of these entities. As far as Kiev is concerned, the current authorities in Luhansk and Donetsk 
are nothing more than puppets of Moscow, representing the interests of their Moscow masters only. There 
is no any indication that this position will change in the foreseeable future. 


Does this fundamental difference close the door on the possibility of a UN peacekeeping mission being 
deployed in Ukraine? Not necessarily. De jure, the peacekeeping mission is to be deployed in the territory 
of a single country, which means that Kiev's consent is all that is needed. De facto, interaction between 
Kiev and the Donetsk and Luhansk people's republics is unavoidable if the task is to stabilize the 
situation in the country. However, such interaction already takes place within the tripartite contact group 
format, in which the Ukrainian side is represented by the country's second president, Leonid Kuchma. It is 
obvious that the search for a compromise should be conducted first of all with a view to enhance the 


efficiency of the contact group while preserving the "constructive ambiguity" of the group's status. And it 
is also clear that the status of the leaders of the DPR and LPR will continue to be a source of sharp 
disagreements and intense bargaining in the negotiation process between Moscow and Kiev even after 
the deployment of the peacekeeping mission. Still, these disagreements and bargaining should not create 
insurmountable obstacles to a possible peacekeeping operation. 


2. Mandate 


The most recent Russian proposals put forward by President 
Vladimir Putin in Xiamen (China) in early September and then 
further expounded upon by Sergey Lavrov in New York 
presuppose an extremely narrow mandate for the 
peacekeeping mission. Specifically, the peacekeepers should 
safeguard the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission only, provided 
that the observers are fulfilling their obligations as set out in 
the Minsk Agreements. Any other use of the peacekeepers 
would effective constitute an on-the-ground revision of the 
Minsk Agreements, to which Russia is firmly opposed. 
Accordingly, the number of Blue Helmets in Eastern Ukraine How China and India Can Keep the Peace in 
should be modest — preferably a few hundred, or a few Ukraine 

thousand at the most. 
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The Ukrainian side is insisting on a "full" UN peacekeeping mission in the territories of the Donetsk and 
Luhansk people's republics, which equates to a much broader mandate. The UN does have experience of 
acting upon similar proposals, most notably the UNTAES operation that was carried out in the Serbian 
Autonomous Oblast of Eastern Slavonia, Baranja and Western Syrmia in spring-summer 1996. The mission 
served both to prevent clashes between Serbian separatists and the Croatian Army and helped promote 
integration in the region in the Croatian legal and political field. Of course, Kiev insists on greater 
numbers of Blue Helmets in Donbass; Ukrainian experts estimate that an international contingent of 
some 20-30,000 troops is needed, with some calling for as many as 50,000 men. What is more, the 
opinion is often voiced in Kiev that the peacekeeping forces should have "peace-enforcement" as well as 
"peace-keeping" capacities in Donbass. 


In the current situation, the "classical" international "peace enforcement" operation that the Ukrainian 
side is demanding is hardly realistic, and there are a multitude of differences between 1996 Croatia and 
2017 Ukraine. However, a compromise between the two positions is still possible, if the sides agree to see 
the achievement of lasting peace through the ceasefire envisioned by the Minsk Agreements as the 
primary goal of the peacekeeping mission. 


In order to reach a compromise, it would be wise for Russia to agree to expand the mandate previously 
proposed by Moscow — that it should include both safeguarding OSCE observers and ensuring a stable 
ceasefire, including suppressing possible provocationsfom both sides. The number of peacekeepers and 
weapons at their disposal, as well as the right to use these weapons against anyone who breaks the 
ceasefire, should all be in line with this mandate. For its part, Ukraine should not have insisted at this 


stage that the Blue Helmets be given additional functions that go far beyond the fulfilment of this 
primary task. It stands to reason that, as we move forward in the implementation of this task, the 
peacekeeping forces could have been given a new and broader mandate. 


3. Area of Deployment 


As we know, Russia's proposals involve deploying international peacekeepers in the areas where the OSCE 
Special Monitoring Mission is active, including the line of demarcation that separates the warring sides, 
as well as several objects inside DPR and LPR territory that are subject to OSCE monitoring. That is, the 
territory in which the peacekeepers are deployed is fixed to the narrow mandate of the peacekeeping 
operation. 


It is clear that Kiev strongly objects to this position. As far as Ukrainian politicians see it, this use of the 
peacekeeping forces carries the risk of the conflict being "frozen" and the borders of the DPR and LPR 
territories being officially recognized as permanent. As such, the belief in Kiev is that Donbass will 
gradually turn into a new Transnistria, only on a larger and more dangerous scale. In rejecting the Russian 
proposal, Kiev in turn demands that the mandate of the peacekeepers be extended to cover the entire 
DPR and LPR territory, including unhindered access to weapons and military equipment storage sites. 
Kiev also insists that provisions should be made for the peacekeepers to patrol the sections of the 
Russia-Ukraine border that it does not control. Even more so because this kind of patrolling has long 
been part of the UN peacekeepers' normal practice and therefore presents no major technical problems. 


At first glance, these positions are wholly incompatible. And this is precisely how they will stay if the 
peacekeeping mission is viewed statically rather than dynamically. If we think of the UN's involvement as 
a process broken down into several stages, then space opens up for a potential compromise. The 
resolution of the priority task to guarantee a mutual ceasefire and the withdrawal of military equipment 
would make it possible to raise the issue of the gradual expansion of the peacekeepers' mandate and the 
territorial coverage of peacekeeping operation in line with that mandate. 


In the long term, the best solution would be to expand the peacekeeping operation to cover the entire 
DPR and LPR territory, with the understanding that this expansion would run in parallel with the 
implementation of the entire package of Minsk Agreements. While no such mechanism has formally been 
written into the Minsk Agreements, it would not run counter to them. After all, the Minsk Agreements 
provide for the restoration of Ukraine's sovereignty over the entire territory of the Donetsk and Luhansk 
people's republics and the reestablishment of control over all sections of the Ukraine-Russia border 
upon the conclusion of the conflict. 


The international peacekeepers could contribute to the implementation of the Minsk || Agreements in 
their entirety, rather than just the first two or three points. All the more so because the peacekeeping 
operation would involve various functions depending on the territory and the stage of the operation — 
from monitoring compliance with the ceasefire regime and mine clearing to providing humanitarian aid 
and helping organize and hold local elections. This type of phased approach based on the situation in the 
respective territories would help the sides to avoid a clear, rigid and long-term administrative distinction 
being made between the Donetsk and Luhansk people's republics on the one hand, and the rest of 
Ukraine on the other — a distinction that Kiev fears could be used as a mechanism for "freezing" the 
conflict, and with good reason. 


4. Composition of the Peacekeeping Forces 


Kiev also fears that Moscow could try to go further than simply including a Russian contingent in the 
peacekeeping mission by turning that contingent into the core of the peacekeeping forces, thus legalizing 
Russia's military presence in Donbass. As far as Kiev is concerned, the existing precedents of Russian 
peacekeepers having been deployed in Georgia and Moldova clearly demonstrate the political risks and 
long term negative repercussions of such a decision for "host" counties. At the same time, Ukrainian 
experts refer to the established UN practice of country's not taking part in peacekeeping missions in 
countries with which they have a common border. If we follow this unwritten rule, then it is not only 
Russia that will be unable to take part in the peacekeeping operation, but also Belarus, Poland, Slovakia, 
Hungary, Moldova and Romania. 


On the other hand, Moscow, as well as the DPR and the LPR, fear that the Kiev may use the UN 
peacekeeping mission to try to bring in NATO forces, or forces from countries that are unfavourably 
disposed towards Moscow and sympathetic towards Kiev. There are numerous examples of UN 
peacekeepers from western countries for whatever reason being unable to perform their functions 
properly and impartially ("In Bosnia, Dutch peacekeepers gave up Bosniak Muslims at the Srebrenica 
massacre, and in Kosovo, Albanian terrorists ran rampant under the protection of UN peacekeepers"). 


When discussing the likely composition of the UN peacekeeping forces, it is necessary to take the 
procedures for forming these forces into account. The Security Council is responsible for determining the 
mission's mandate, while individual countries are invited to take part by the UN Secretariat. Under 
current rules, no countries are allowed to have an absolute majority in terms of the size of their 
contingent in the mission. The UN Secretariat's Department of Peacekeeping Operations is directly 
involved in determining the composition of the peacekeeping forces, and the decisions of the 
Department do not require secondary approval from the Security Council. The rules for forming and 
managing peacekeeping missions involves several mechanisms that prevent attempts by any one country 
or group to achieve a dominant position within a given mission. None of the deployed units is considered 
the main (core) unit. The command headquarters is made up of officers from various countries, while the 
commanding officers themselves are rotated on a regular basis. On the whole, these mechanisms should 
be considered reliable; the UN has learned from the mistakes and miscalculations it made during the 
peacekeeping operations in the former Yugoslavia at the end of the 20th century. 


It is nevertheless logical to assume that Moscow will in any case consistently oppose the involvement of 
NATO member countries in the UN peacekeeping mission (although Russia's relations with individual 
NATO members vary wildly — Lithuania and Greece are perfect examples). It would be strange, however, if 
Russia were to object to the participation of military contingents from, say, Pakistan or China. If Ukraine is 
worried about Russia's close partners taking part in the mission, or if there are any concerns as to the 
competencies of their peacekeepers, then it is worth considering some of the European countries that are 
not members of NATO (Finland, Austria, Switzerland, Sweden and Serbia, among others). It would be 
logical to form the peacekeeping forces based on the specific tasks that these forces have been called 
upon to resolve. The long-term demarcation of the opposing sides does not require an in-depth 
knowledge of the ethno-cultural features, traditions and language of the local population. The same 


cannot be said, however, of the further mission to re-integrate the Donetsk and Luhansk people's 
republics into the Ukrainian legal and political space. On the contrary, such knowledge is of vital 
importance. 


As for Russia itself, it could have a nominal presence in the multilateral peacekeeping forces, as a 
necessary security guarantee for the local population — at least, at the initial stage of the mission. 
However, Russia's actual involvement in the operation would likely be at the level of a multilateral 
mechanism for managing the peacekeeping operation and as part of the tripartite contact group, whose 
functions should be modified and expanded. Russia cannot be completely excluded from the 
peacekeeping process. Even if it were possible to keep Russian out completely, it would not be Ukraine's 
interests anyway — as a "stakeholder" and participant in the peacekeeping operation, Russia is by 
definition a more constructive partner than it would be if it were excluded from these processes, peeking 
jealously from behind the backs of Chinese and Swiss peacekeepers. 


5. Length of the Operation 


Russia's initial proposals were for the UN peacekeeping 
operation to last six months. Such a tight deadline could be 
an additional motivator for the peacekeepers to work 
intensively to achieve the mission's goals. But it is hard to 
disagree with the critics, who noted that the absence in these 
proposals of a clear and unambiguous reference to the 
possibility of extending the mandate creates additional risks 
that the situation will return to its original state once the 
operation is complete. There are few examples in the history 
of UN peacekeeping missions in which the objectives were 
achieved within the course of several months. As a rule, Hour chin and Malle ба kinatha Pence tn 
peacekeeping missions tend to last years or even decades. Ukraine 

This is all the more true for situations where the mandate of 

the UN's peacekeepers should be extended or modified as 

the operation progresses. 
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What is more, launching the mission will itself take considerable time, if only for the fact that it will be 
impossible to select, form and finance thousands of UN peacekeepers in a speedy manner. Even with the 
political will of the parties and the necessary financial resources from the Security Council, the time from 
idea to rollout of a large-scale peacekeeping mission under the auspices of the United Nations is at least 
six months. In the case of Donbass, given the difficulty of reaching an agreement that is satisfactory for 
all sides and the high costs of the operation (as much as several billions of dollars per year), nine to 
twelve months would be more realistic. Although, of course, certain elements of the peacekeeping 
operation can and should be deployed earlier. 


It is likely, and logical, that the timeframes for completing the UN peacekeeping mission in Ukraine will be 
tied to the timeframes for implementing all the points of the Minsk Agreements in full. At the same time, 
nobody is standing in the way of implementing the procedure for the mandatory confirmation — or 
alteration — of the Blue Helmets' mandate every six months depending on the progress made in ensuring 
peace and changes to the priorities of the peacekeeping operation. Since the issue of who will lead the 


peacekeeping operation continues to be an extremely sensitive one for all the sides involved in the 
conflict it would be worthwhile to discuss operational procedures on a more frequent basis than is 
currently provided for, including rotating commanding officers at various levels. In any case, 
disagreements about the length of the peacekeeping operation in Donbass should not be considered 
fundamental to the adoption of a compromise solution by the UN Security Council. 


6. Peacekeeping and Development 


All international peacekeeping missions in Donbass are doomed to failure if they are not combined with 
urgent efforts to prevent a humanitarian catastrophe in the region. One does not have to be an expert in 
peacebuilding to see a direct causal link between the level of unemployment and the level of violence in 
a conflict region, between the lumpenization of the population and the growing popularity of political 
extremism. Unfortunately, the prospect of a humanitarian catastrophe in Donbass remains very real — 
socioeconomic problems continue to worsen, particularly in rural areas and in small working 
communities that were not exactly prosperous before the crisis began in 2014. Economic ties and 
transport links between Donbass and the rest of Ukraine have been severed, heaping additional pressure 
on the region. A significant portion of the working population fled the region during the war, and the 
issue of returning more than 2 million refugees and internally displaced persons to their homes remains 
up in the air. 


Lifting the economic and transport blockade of the Donetsk and Luhansk people's republics on the part 
of Kiev will therefore be a necessary condition for the success of the UN peacekeeping mission, in return 
for allowing enterprises operating in the territory back into the Ukrainian legal space. All the more so 
because keeping the blockade in place inevitably leads to companies that are based in the Donetsk and 
Luhansk people's republics to fully reorient their businesses to the Russian market, which will in turn 
make future attempts to reintegrate the region into Ukraine's economic space that much more difficult. 


Without a doubt, international economic cooperation should not be limited to joint efforts to prevent a 
humanitarian and demographic (and environmental!) disaster in Donbass. The experience of international 
peacekeeping activities shows that in today's world, the concepts of security and development go hand in 
hand. Without security, sustainable development is impossible in principle; but outside the context of 
development, security remains fragile and unreliable. Accordingly, financial and technical support to help 
restore the region's infrastructure must be provided alongside humanitarian activities. This could include 
the formation of an international consortium of donors and investors, both private and public, and the 
coordination of their efforts. 


It is unlikely that Donbass will be fully restored to the industrial centre that it was before the hostilities 
began. Nor would doing so be a particularly desirable outcome, as the region's basic industries were 
some 20 or 30 years behind in terms of their need for restructuring. This means that new sources of 
growth need to appear in place of the coal and metallurgy industries that dominated previously — 
mechanical engineering (including precision engineering), instrument engineering, shipbuilding, new 
materials production, etc. Ideally, the region should serve both the European and CIS markets, with a view 
to becoming one of the main bridges bringing Ukraine and Russia together. 


| imagine critics will object to these statements, arguing that now is not the time to engage in economic 
fantasies or build technocratic utopias with regard to the Donbass of the future. But if one does not give 
the region hope in terms of its social and economic future, if we do not offer the people an attractive 
long-term "social contract, then we will never be able to bring back those who have left or motivate 
those who remain into action. And if people do not act, then even the most successful peacekeeping 
mission will fail to resolve the region's problems. 


7. Peacekeeping and the Future of European Security 


Judging by the numerous statements made by the Ukrainian leadership recently, the official narrative of 
the conflict in Donbass, like three years ago, remains fundamentally Manichean: the war in Eastern 
Ukraine is presented as a great global battle between good and evil, light and dark, western civilization 
and eastern barbarism. In this struggle, Kiev is at the forefront of the battle; itis a kind of fantasy city not 
dissimilar to Tolkien's Minas Tirith in The Lord of the Rings, straining its last remaining forces to fend off 
the onslaught of the countless hordes of Sauron, the ruler of Mordor and the personification of word evil. 


Russian political discourse is similarly Manichean — note the widespread use of the terms "Kiev Junta" 
and “Bandera-Fascists,” for example. Kiev refuses to see that the drama in Donbass may well have at least 
some domestic roots. Moscow questions both the subjectivity of the Ukrainian leadership ("they are all 
propped up by the West and carry out the orders of the regional committee in Washington") and even the 
mere existence of the Ukrainian people as an independent ethno-cultural community ("Russians and 
Ukrainians are the same people artificially divided by the West"). 


Is it possible to negotiate with Sauron? Is it worth looking for compromise with puppets when you can 
bargain with the puppet master himself? Sometimes you can get the impression that in Kiev are counting 
on a repeat of the August 1991 scenario — the ultimate collapse of the Russian Federation under the 
burden of sanctions. Similarly, in Moscow they hope for either the total disintegration of the Ukrainian 
state or the coming to power of entirely new faces in Kiev, people who are prepared to make radical 
changes to the country's current domestic and foreign political course. As long as these ideas persist, and 
even dominate the public consciousness in Russia and Ukraine, we cannot count on any significant 
progress being made in the bilateral relations — with or without the help of peacekeepers. 


No crisis can be resolved if the main aim of the combatants is to inflict as much damage to each other as 
possible, constantly increase the cost of the conflict for the other side, and hope for their full and 
unconditional capitulation. Such tactics might be good for an all-out war, but they are severely lacking 
when it comes to foreign policy in conditions where there are no signs that either side will capitulate in 
the foreseeable future. If they do not want the stalemate to last for an indefinite period, Russia and 
Ukraine face the difficult and painful task of correcting their long-held narratives with regard to the 
current crisis. They also need to throw away the axiomatic supposition that increasing the economic, 
political and other costs for the other side is an acceptable (and even preferable) alternative to the 
search for compromise. 


In the longer term, resolution of the Ukrainian crisis is impossible without the formation of a new security 
and cooperation architecture in the Euro-Atlantic space in which Russia and Ukraine will have equal 
status as full, legitimate and respected participants. At the end of the day, Russia's main problem is not 
so much the expansion of NATO or the European Union as it is the progressive ousting of Moscow to the 


margins of the development of the European security system and the regimes of European economic 
independence. Until this fundamental problem is resolved, Russia will continue to be a major 
complicating factor for European security. In practical terms, it is still too early to talk about a new 
common and indivisible European architecture. The whole idea of such a system has been severely 
compromised in course of the current crisis. However, as long as we do not have such an architecture in 
place, it will be impossible to achieve stability on the European continent. Which means that, in one way 
or another, we will have to return to this issue. 
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It all began three months ago to the day, in the Chinese town of Xiamen. During a news conference 
following the BRICS Summit, President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin proposed the use of 
international peacekeepers under auspices of the United Nations in the east of Ukraine. The idea was not 
totally new either: it had been discussed, in a variety of formats, ever since the very first months of the 
military confrontation in Donbass. However, it was the first time that Russia had officially proposed a 
peacekeeping initiative at the highest level. The President of the Russian Federation suggested a fairly 


narrow mandate for potential peacekeepers, yet his initiative took all the parties in the conflict by 
surprise.[i] 


This is no surprise. On the eve of Putin's statement, official Russian representatives had resolutely 
rejected the very idea of involving international peacekeepers in the Ukrainian conflict. Moscow's usual 
argument was to cite the Minsk agreements, which do not envisage such a possibility. Kiev's intermittent 
calls for involving the United Nations or the European Union in the settlement process effectively 
indicated the desire of the Ukrainian authorities to divest itself of any responsibility for the 
implementation of these agreements. 


The proposal of the President of the Russian Federation gave rise to numerous conjectures as to the 
Kremlin's possible motives and intentions.[ii] Was Putin's statement merely a tactical ploy aimed at 
driving Kiev into a corner? Or had Russia's position on the Ukrainian changed dramatically? Should the 
parameters of a possible UN peacekeeping mission outlined by Putin be taken as Moscow's new red line? 


Or are they a bargaining chip for the future? Finally, who were 
Moscow's proposals primarily addressed to: the Ukrainian 
leadership? The participants in the Normandy format? Or the 
Donald Trump administration? 


Even now, three months on, the possible answers are being 
heatedly debated. All the more so as the public discussion of 
possible ways to resolve the conflict remains extremely 
emotional and not necessarily constructive. External 
observers who are not privy to the various informal 
consultations still know very little about them. Nevertheless, ^ Andrey Kortunov: 

the statements, comments and interviews with the main The Price of Peace: The Parameters of a 
actors that are available to us give us an approximate idea of Possible Compromise in Donbass 

the disagreements that have up to now stood in the way of 

implementing the peacekeeping discussion in practice, as well as an idea of what needs to be done by all 
stakeholders in order to overcome these differences. 





Does Russia (and Ukraine) Want War? 


The following arguments are based on the assumption that both Kiev and Moscow want to find a political 
solution to the Donbass problem. Any political solution would imply that the parties are willing to 
compromise. If at least one of the parties lacks the desire and readiness required, and is looking at a 
violent resolution instead, one that would result in the opponent's unconditional surrender, then it would 
naturally be senseless to talk about the prospects for an international peacekeeping mission. At best, we 
might see certain tactical agreements designed to gain time, regroup, accumulate resources and resume 
political (if not military) pressure on the enemy at the appropriate moment. Another possibility is that the 
statements made by the parties to the effect that a political solution is the only viable solution are 
nothing more than propaganda. The presumption that the sides are prepared for a political compromise 
is certainly open to criticism, but if we do not allow for this possibility we are better off ending this 
discussion right here and now. 


Other assumptions are that Kiev is not currently ready to let Donbass go, and that Moscow 15 not 
interested in absorbing the DPR and LPR or in securing the status of "unrecognized states" for them. As is 
known, many people in Russia doubt the validity of the former solution, and many people in Ukraine 
question the legitimacy of the latter. It is unlikely that anyone, with the possible exception of the leaders 
of the two countries, knows for sure what ideas the Russian and Ukrainian governments are currently 
considering. Nevertheless, official statements from both sides allow us to treat the aforementioned 
assumptions as being justified and lawful. 


The third important assumption is that the four years of conflict have taught both Moscow and Kiev to 
assess the current situation, and its perception by the opposing side, in a realistic manner. Back in late 
2014, some people in Russia thought that Ukraine could disintegrate at any moment, that the mounting 
economic difficulties would undermine the socio-political foundation of Ukrainian nationalism, and that 
the West would be either unable or unwilling to keep Kiev's sinking "comprador" regime afloat. Now, in 
late 2017, no intelligent person can conceivably entertain such ideas any longer. On the other hand, a 
widespread idea in Ukraine was that the Russian economy would quickly collapse under the weight of the 


Western sanctions, that political support for Putin would crumble, and that Russia would soon be facing a 
new 1991. Today, such a scenario appears to be something taken from a parallel universe, completely 
unrelated to the actual state of affairs in Russia. 


Looking back, we must admit that both Kiev and Moscow (or, rather, the Ukrainian and Russian people) 
have demonstrated the steadfastness, resilience and flexibility. And this has come as a surprise to many 
external observers. You can call this staunchness as stubbornness, or you can blame the insidious 
government propaganda. However, this does not change the essence of the matter: the Ukrainian and 
Russian people, with the exception of a handful of dissidents, are prepared to continue to bear the costs 
associated with the Donbass conflict. 


This means that the hopes formerly held in Kiev and Moscow that the situation would resolve itself it 
quick time, that time was on "their side" and that victory was guaranteed because their cause was just, 
stood no chance of persisting on either side of the conflict. Neither side is likely to achieve a decisive 
victory in the foreseeable future. And a protracted crisis will mean the accumulation of long-term 
problems for both Ukraine and Russia. In this conflict, time is working against both Kiev and Moscow, 
even though the people of both countries have somehow adapted to living in a situation that would have 
seemed totally inconceivable only four years ago. 


What are Kiev and the West Afraid of? 


The three months that have passed since Putin made his proposal have been rich in commentaries, 
criticisms and counterproposals by the Ukrainian leadership, experts and analysts. The peacekeeping 
idea provoked an equally vivid reaction in the West. Parts of this reaction lacked a certain coherence and 
consistency, yet the response itself allows us to draw several conclusions as to what itis about the 
Russian proposal that does not suit Kiev and its Western partners. 


Donbass as a frozen conflict. To begin with, the deployment of peacekeepers exclusively along the 
demarcation line between the opposing sides could turn Donbass into another "frozen conflict.”[iii] This 
kind of deployment would recognize the status quo, which, as is illustrated by many conflict situations, 
including in the former USSR, often plays into the hands of separatists. Kiev cites the examples of 
Transnistria and Abkhazia, where delimiting the sides did nothing to resolve the respective conflicts but 
rather consolidated and accelerated the centrifugal processes. This means that a "dividing line" is 
capable of putting an end to the prospects of Donbass subsequently being integrated into the political, 
economic and social life of Ukraine. 


Legitimizing Russia's military presence. Kiev believes that if 
Russian troops are included in the peacekeeping contingent 
(a matter on which the DPR and LPR authorities insist), 
Moscow will be able to secure a legitimate military presence 
in the east of Ukraine under the auspices of the United 
Nations. In addition, Russian peacekeepers cannot be a 
politically neutral force, given the current state of relations 
between Moscow and Kiev. In fact, the UN peacekeeping 





traditions preclude the participation of countries that border International Expert Group Lays out Ukraine's 
the areas where peacekeeping operations are being carried Риге Serer LST 
out. 


Recognition of the DPR and LPR authorities. Throughout the conflict in the east of Ukraine, Kiev has 
demonstrated a continuing reluctance to have anything to do with the leadership of the unrecognized 
DPR and LPR as the second party to the peacekeeping talks, something that Russia has always insisted on 
in its proposals. Ukraine believes that any direct interaction with the current Donbass leadership on 
peacekeeping issues would effectively mean the recognition of that leadership as the legitimate 
representatives of the DPR and LPR population. This is politically unacceptable to Kiev. Kiev believes, 
therefore, that any peacekeeping talks should be conducted exclusively with Moscow, and that it is for 
Moscow to make sure that its “stooges” implement the agreements reached. 


Easing of Western pressure on Russia. The decision to launch a peacekeeping operation in the east of 
Ukraine, in any format, could lead to the activation of forces in the West that have always promoted the 
restoration of cooperation with Moscow, including the lifting or mitigation of the sanctions against 
Russia. Such a scenario understandably worries the current Ukrainian leadership. In Kiev's opinion, the 
very fact that Russia has made proposals on a peacekeeping mission indicates that the Western sanctions 
are having the desired effect. Therefore, in order to make progress in the resolution of the conflict, the 
pressure on Moscow needs to be maintained, or perhaps even intensified. 


What are Moscow and the DPR/LPR Afraid of? 


The past three months have demonstrated Russia's unwillingness to make any fundamental concessions 
to Kiev and its Western partners. Moscow objects to Ukraine's version of international peacekeeping 
involvement (extending the peacekeeping area to cover all of the DPR and LPR and the state border with 
Russia; the refusal of Kiev to negotiate with the Donbass leadership; and the rejection of the idea of 
Russia's direct involvement in the peacekeeping operation, etc.).[iv] The Kremlin's objections grow even 
more resolute and uncompromising when transmitted via the leaders of the unrecognized Donetsk and 
Lugansk republics. 


Donbass massacre scenario. At the heart of Russia's objections lies the suspicion that an international 
peacekeeping contingent would not be able to provide sufficient security to the Donbass population, 
especially given the widespread radical nationalist and revanchist sentiments in Ukrainian society.[v] 
Moscow points out that the Ukrainian leadership remains incapable of controlling the numerous 
autonomous armed groups and paramilitary radical political movements that might terrorize the 
DPR/LPR territories, threaten their political opponents and contribute to the spread of crime in the 
region. It is possible that this could be followed by new waves of refugees and internally displaced 
persons from Donbass towards Russia. 


Peacekeepers as a pretext for revising the Minsk agreements. The Ukrainian version of a possible 
peacekeeping operation raises numerous questions in Moscow linked to the future of the Minsk 
agreements. Russia suspects Kiev of attempting to use the new settlement plan as a pretext for 
overhauling the Minsk agreements, or even abandoning them outright, particularly those provisions that 
concern political reform.[vi] In addition, should the Ukrainian version be implemented, Moscow would 
lose all its current influence on the situation, effectively becoming an outside witness to Ukrainian 


nationalists engaging in a "mopping-up" operation т Donbass. As far as Moscow is concerned, the 
commitment of Western countries to the Minsk agreements is by no means a sure-fire guarantee that the 
agreements will be observed by Kiev.[vii] 


Moscow's flexibility resulting in greater pressure on Russia. 
Whereas the Ukrainian government fears the erosion of the 
West's anti-Russian consensus and the weakening of 
pressure on Moscow, the Russian government has reasons to 
believe that, should Moscow make any significant 
concessions with regard to the peacekeepers in Donbass, Kiev 
and the West (the United States at least) would perceive this 
as a sign of weakness on the part of Russia and might try to 
apply greater pressure on Моѕсом.[м111] If Russia decides to 
give up Donbass, then Crimea might become the West's next 
target. 
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Wrong time for concessions. As far as we can tell, Moscow 
does not see Kiev's latest proposals, which have been 
supported by the West, as a compromise. Should Russia adopt these proposals, it will be difficult to 
present this as another foreign political victory (even a formal victory) for the Kremlin to domestic and 
outside audiences. The presidential election campaign is under way in Russia, and the Kremlin is likely 
use the foreign policy victories it has earned in the past few years to bolster its chances of winning. This 
means that any "retreat" on the Ukrainian front would appear ill-timed, to say the least. It could even 
entail unnecessary political risks. On the other hand, the Kremlin points to the numerous uncertainties 
that remain in the West, including the domestic political crisis in the United States and German 
Chancellor Angela Merkel's inability to form a coalition government. As far as Moscow is concerned, it 
would be better to postpone serious discussions on the Ukrainian issue until next summer or autumn. 


Where is a Compromise to be Found? 


As is characteristic of any complex and multifaceted international crisis, the situation in the east of 
Ukraine represents a tangle of subjective and objective factors, external and internal circumstances, 
personal ambitions and long-term social trends, specific interests of individual political groups, and 
banal mistakes caused by the incompetence or incomplete awareness of the parties. This is why solutions 
to this problem - in the plural, as there is no single solution - should be sought at different levels and on 
different planes. Listed below are just the most obvious ingredients required for a successful 
peacekeeping mission in the east of Ukraine. 


Agreeing on the current priorities. Even though the diverse tasks facing the peacekeeping mission are 
absolutely important, the most urgent and important objective is to put an end to the violence, stop the 
loss of life and ensure the implementation of the first three conditions of the Minsk agreements (a 
bilateral ceasefire, the withdrawal of heavy weapons and the implementation of monitoring activities). 
This objective should inform priorities with regard to both the territory where the peacekeeping are 
forces initially deployed (the demarcation line) and to the initial mandate of these forces (preventing 
possible violations of the ceasefire agreement, regardless of which side commits the transgression). For 
Russia, it would be worthwhile to think about expanding the mandate it originally proposed to include 


not only the protection of Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) observers, but 
also the provision of a stable truce. This mandate needs to be consistent with the number of 
peacekeepers, the weapons in their possession, and their right to use such weapons against those who 
violate the truce. For its part, Ukraine should not insist on giving the blue helmets any additional 
functions at this stage. As things progress, the peacekeeping force might be provided with a new, broader 
mandate. 


Overcoming phantom fears. Some of the concerns of the two parties seem to be far-fetched. And that is 
putting it mildly. It is, for example, fairly difficult to believe that, under the current circumstances, any 
NATO member - no matter how much Kiev pleads - would be prepared to commit significant military 
contingents for a peacekeeping operation in Donbass, certainly not before they have obtained sufficient 
security guarantees from the DNR and LNR. Furthermore, the existing UN procedures for setting up and 
managing peacekeeping forces exclude even the theoretical possibility of a single country (including 
Russia and the United States) or group of countries (including NATO) unilaterally controlling the progress 
of a peacekeeping operation. There appears to be nothing preventing the peacekeeping force from 
comprising representatives of countries trusted both by Kiev and Moscow; everything would depend on 
the political will of the two sides and their readiness to make balanced compromises. 


Taking prior experience into account. Existing peacekeeping experience does not support the idea that 
negotiating with unrecognized entities within a given territory serves as the first step towards the 
international recognition of those entities. For example, the United Nations has been coordinating its 
peacekeeping activities in Cyprus with the government of Northern Cyprus for decades, ever since Turkey 
invaded the island in the summer of 1974, even though the territorial entity is not recognized by anyone 
except Turkey. A similar situation arose in the course of numerous attempts by the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), and then the OSCE, to mediate the Nagorno-Karabakh issue: 
the presence of Nagorno-Karabakh representatives at the negotiating table since 1992 has not, and will 
not, lead to the recognition of the territory as a legitimate subject of international law. There is no doubt 
that, should the sides agree on this and demonstrate a degree of flexibility and creativeness, a similar 
formula could be devised for Donbass. 


Sharing the responsibility for the peacekeeping mission. Observing Ukraine's demands to the letter - that 
Russia take no part in the peacekeeping operation and that negotiations with the Donbass authorities do 
not take place - would raise the logical question of who is to act as the guarantor of uninterrupted 
peacekeeping work in Donbass. Is Kiev prepared to bear sole responsibility for inevitable incidents, 
outbreaks of violence and attacks on the peacekeepers? It appears that at this point in time, Ukraine's 
interests would best be served by the active involvement of both Moscow and the Donbass authorities in 
the settlement process. The particularities of such involvement, however, are quite a different matter. The 
existing experience of the Trilateral Contact Group on Ukraine should be carefully studied again, as 
should the experience of practical interaction between the OSCE monitoring mission and the Donbass 
authorities. As for Russia, its strategic role should be to define the mandate of the peacekeeping 
operation within the framework of the UN Security Council, as well as planning and monitoring that 
operation. Speaking of Russian peacekeepers in Donbass, some form of presence, however symbolic, 
would be an additional guarantee that all the parties to the conflict will fulfil the terms of the 
peacekeeping agreement. 


Considering the dynamic side to the agreement. Many of the disagreements between Moscow and Kiev 
would appear less fundamental if the mandate, area of deployment and the timeframe of the possible 
peacekeeping mission were viewed as dynamic, rather than static, values. In other words, the mission 
should be perceived as a set of successive stages, with the objectives of each subsequent stage defined 
by the preceding stage's achievements. For example, it would be correct to expect the peacekeeping 
mission's deployment area to expand gradually (all the way to the border between Russia and Ukraine), 
its potential to grow over time and its functions to gradually transition from the initial objectives 
(ensuring the cessation of hostilities) to more complex matters (including, for example, technical 
assistance with the organization of local elections). Both Kiev and the West fear that Moscow will retain 
the right to block the transition to the next stage if it is not satisfied with the current results of the 
peacekeeping mission. However, Russia would reserve such a right irrespective of how the UN 
peacekeepers are used. Also, peacekeeping missions eventually acquire their own dynamics and inertia; 
politically, it is always more difficult to block the continuation of a successful mission than prevent the 
launch of a new one. 


Synchronizing the peacekeeping mission with the implementation of the Minsk agreements. There exists 
the opinion that, since the Normandy format has reached an impasse and the focus of the current 
Donbass settlement consultations has shifted to the "shuttle diplomacy" exercised by Kurt Volker's 
successor as the U.S. Special Representative for Ukraine, the future UN peacekeeping mission should 
eventually replace the "outdated" mechanisms and procedures envisaged by the Minsk agreements. It 
appears that, rather than becoming an alternative to the Minsk agreements, the mission should represent 
an additional instrument for their implementation. Such an instrument is not provided for in the text of 
the Minsk agreements, but it does not contradict the spirit of the document in any way. Having assisted 
the parties to the conflict in the implementation of the first three clauses of the agreements, the 
peacekeeping mission could move on to deal with the other clauses, including the distribution of 
humanitarian assistance, the disarmament of illegal groups, the enforcement of law and order, etc. The 
timeline of the Minsk agreements would certainly need to be revised accordingly to reflect the progress of 
the peacekeeping mission. 


Keeping the pan-European perspective in mind. There is undoubtedly a bilateral causal link between the 
current crisis involving Ukraine and the more general problems related to European (or Euro-Atlantic) 
security. For as long as the Ukrainian crisis remains unresolved, the European security system cannot 
become indivisible; nor will it be possible to overcome the new east division of the continent. At the 
same time, the Ukrainian crisis cannot be resolved completely all efforts are focused on it alone, outside 
the context of solving broader European problems. Restoring peace in Donbass, normalizing Russia- 
Ukraine relations and finding new approaches to European security in general need to be viewed as 
parallel objectives, not consecutive ones. It will take many years, if not decades, to solve these problems. 
However, the launch of a UN peacekeeping operation in Donbass could become a pivotal event in 
European politics, one that would result in a negative trend being replaced by a positive one. We are left 
to hope that this shift will take place in 2018. The longer the current crisis lasts, the harder it will be to 
emerge from it. 


[1] "First, | believe the presence of UN peacekeepers or, should | say, of those people who would ensure the security 
of the OSCE mission, to be fairly appropriate. | see nothing wrong in this; on the contrary, | believe this would help 
resolve the situation in the southeast of Ukraine. Of course, we are talking exclusively about ensuring the security 
of the OSCE officers. Second, these forces need to be stationed exclusively along the demarcation line and 
nowhere else. Third, the decision is to be made only after the sides have disengaged and withdrawn heavy 
equipment. No decision can be made without direct contact with the leaders of the self-proclaimed Donetsk and 
Luhansk people's republics.” (http: // kremlin.ru/events /president/news/55535). 


[ii] Ukraine's first official detailed response to Putin was Petro Poroshenko's address to the UN Security Council on 
September 20, 2017, which proposed a comprehensive UN peacekeeping operation across the entire territory of the 
DPR/LPR, including the stretch of the Ukraine-Russia border that is currently not controlled by Kiev 
(https://www.unian.net/politics /2145861- poroshenko-obratilsya -k-sovbezu-oon-o-razvertyivanii-mirotvortsev-na - 
donbasse-video.html). 


[iii] We can cite, for instance, the following statement by Minister of Foreign Affairs of Ukraine Pavlo Klimkin: "We 
have absolutely no use of a frozen conflict here, simply because this is something that Russia needs by definition. 
The entire logic of Russia's actions boils down to attempting to influence us and destabilize use via the occupied 
Donbass, via this Russian colony in Donbass. This is why even this schizophrenic Russian proposal to protect the 
OSCE by means of peacekeepers (read: protect from Russia itself, because nobody else can influence them there) 
also contributes to nothing more than the freezing of the conflict. The same can be said of placing peacekeepers 
exclusively along the contact line, which is nothing more than the creation of a new frontier" 

(https:/ /www.ukrinform.ru /rubric-polytics /2312434-klimkin-nazvav-rosijsku-rezoluciu-po-mirotvorcam- 
sizofrenicnou.html). 


[iv] Following his meeting with U.S. Special Representative for Ukraine Kurt Volker in Belgrade on November 13, 
2017, Russian Presidential Aide Vladislav Surkov stated that, out of the 29 proposals made by the United States, 
Russia had only been able to concede to three, those which generally reiterated the inviolability of the Minsk 
agreements (https://www.gazeta.ru /politics /2017/11/14. a 10985108.shtml). 


[v] As Putin told the Valdai Club conference in October, "Closing the border between Russia and the unrecognized 
republics would result in a situation akin to Srebrenica. A massacre will follow there. We cannot, and never will, 
allow that.” (http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news /55882). 


[vi] There are grounds for such concerns. Consider, for example, the recent statement made by the Minister of 
Internal Affairs, Arsen Avakov (https: //rian.com.ua/ politics/20171128 /1029853624. html). 


[vii] Moscow refers in particular to the events that took place in Kiev on February 21, 2014, when a number of 
European officials facilitated an agreement between President Viktor Yanukovych and the Ukrainian political 
opposition on a transition period that was subsequently breached by the opposition at the West's "connivance" 
(http://www.kremlin.ru /events/p resident/news/55882). 


[viii] When Jon Huntsman Jr., the new Ambassador of the United States to Russia, conditioned the lifting of the U.S. 
sanctions on progress in Donbass (https://topspb.tv/programs/stories/466132/), the general reaction from Russian 
politicians and experts was extremely sceptical. The overwhelming majority of commentators believed that the 
sanctions were there to stay and that, no matter what Moscow did, the decision of the United State Congress was 
irreversible, regardless of the Trump administration's desires. 
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GERMANY POLAND BELARUS 


— Nord Stream 1 


-^***** Nord Stream 2 (under construction) UKRAINE 


“The primordial interest of the United States, over which for centuries we have 
fought wars- the First, the Second and Cold Wars- has been the relationship 
between Germany and Russia, because united there, they're the only force that 
could threaten us. And to make sure that that doesn't happen." George Friedman, 
STRATFOR CEO at The Chicago Council on Foreign Affairs 


The Ukrainian crisis has nothing to do with Ukraine. It's about Germany and, in particular, a 
pipeline that connects Germany to Russia called Nord Stream 2. Washington sees the pipeline 
as a threat to its primacy in Europe and has tried to sabotage the project at every turn. Even so, 
Nord Stream has pushed ahead and is now fully-operational and ready-to-go. Once German 
regulators provide the final certification, the gas deliveries will begin. German homeowners and 
businesses will have a reliable source of clean and inexpensive energy while Russia will see a 
significant boost to their gas revenues. It's a win-win situation for both parties. 


The US Foreign Policy establishment is not happy about these developments. They don't want 
Germany to become more dependent on Russian gas because commerce builds trust and trust 
leads to the expansion of trade. As relations grow warmer, more trade barriers are lifted, 
regulations are eased, travel and tourism increase, and a new security architecture evolves. In 
a world where Germany and Russia are friends and trading partners, there is no 
need for US military bases, no need for expensive US-made weapons and missile 
systems, and no need for NATO. There's also no need to transact energy deals in 


US Dollars or to stockpile US Treasuries to balance accounts. Transactions 
between business partners can be conducted in their own currencies which is 
bound to precipitate a sharp decline in the value of the dollar and a dramatic shift 
in economic power. This is why the Biden administration opposes Nord Stream. 
It's not just a pipeline, it's a window into the future; a future in which Europe and 
Asia are drawn closer together into a massive free trade zone that increases their 
mutual power and prosperity while leaving the US on the outside looking in. 
Warmer relations between Germany and Russia signal an end to the *unipolar" world order the 
US has overseen for the last 75 years. A German-Russo alliance threatens to hasten the decline 
of the Superpower that is presently inching closer to the abyss. This is why Washington is 
determined to do everything it can to sabotage Nord Stream and keep Germany within its orbit. 
Its a matter of survival. 


That's where Ukraine comes into the picture. Ukraine is Washington's ‘weapon of 
choice' for torpedoing Nord Stream and putting a wedge between Germany and 
Russia. The strategy is taken from page one of the US Foreign Policy Handbook under the 
rubric: Divide and Rule. Washington needs to create the perception that Russia poses 
a security threat to Europe. That's the goal. They need to show that Putin is a 
bloodthirsty aggressor with a hair-trigger temper who cannot be trusted. To that 
end, the media has been given the assignment of reiterating over and over again, “Russia is 
planning to invade Ukraine." What's left unsaid is that Russia has not invaded any country 
since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, and that the US has invaded or toppled regimes in 
more than 50 countries in the same period of time, and that the US maintains over 800 
military bases in countries around the world. None of this is reported by the media, instead the 
focus is on "evil Putin" who has amassed an estimated 100,000 troops along the Ukrainian 
border threatening to plunge all of Europe into another bloody war. 


All of the hysterical war propaganda is created with the intention of manufacturing a crisis that 
can be used to isolate, demonize and, ultimately, splinter Russia into smaller units. The real 
target, however, is not Russia, but Germany. Check out this excerpt from an article by 
Michael Hudson at The Unz Review: 


"The only way left for U.S. diplomats to block European purchases is to goad 
Russia into a military response and then claim that avenging this response 
outweighs any purely national economic interest. As hawkish Under-Secretary of 
State for Political Affairs, Victoria Nuland, explained in a State Department press 
briefing on January 27: *If Russia invades Ukraine one way or another 
Nord Stream 2 will not move forward.” (“America’s Real Adversaries 
Are Its European and Other Allies", The Unz Review) 


There it is in black and white. The Biden team wants to *goad Russia into a military 
response" in order to sabotage NordStream. That implies there will be some kind of 
provocation designed to induce Putin to send his troops across the border to defend the ethnic 


Russians in the eastern part of the country. If Putin takes the bait, the response would be swift 
and harsh. The media will excoriate the action as a threat to all of Europe while leaders around 
the world will denounce Putin as the “new Hitler”. This is Washington's strategy in a nutshell, 
and the whole production is being orchestrated with one goal in mind; to make it 
politically impossible for the German Chancellor Olaf Scholz to wave NordStream 
through the final approval process. 


Given what we know about Washington's opposition to Nord Stream, readers may wonder why 
earlier in the year the Biden administration lobbied Congress NOT to impose more sanctions 
on the project. The answer to that question is simple: Domestic politics. Germany is currently 
decommissioning its nuclear power plants and needs natural gas to make up for the energy 
shortfall. Also, the threat of economic sanctions is a “turn-off” for Germans who see them as a 
sign of foreign meddling. “Why is the United States interfering in our energy decisions,” asks 
the average German. “Washington should mind its own business and stay out of ours." This is 
precisely the response one would expect from any reasonable person. 


Then, there's this from Al Jazeera: 


“Germans in the majority support the project, it is only parts of the elite 
and media who are against the pipeline... 


"The more the US talks about sanctioning or criticizes the project, the 
more it becomes popular in German society," said Stefan Meister, а Russia 
and eastern Europe expert at the German Council on Foreign Relations.” (“Nord 
Stream 2: Why Russia's pipeline to Europe divides the West", AlJazeera) 


So, public opinion is solidly behind Nord Stream which helps to explain why Washington 
settled on a new approach. Sanctions are not going to work, so Uncle Sam has flipped to 
Plan B: Create a big enough external threat that Germany will be forced to block 
the opening of the pipeline. Frankly, the strategy smacks of desperation, but you have to be 
impressed by Washington's perseverance. They might be down by 5 runs in the bottom of the 
9th, but they haven't thrown in the towel just yet. They're going to give it one last shot and see 
if they can make some headway. 


On Monday, President Biden held his first joint-press conference with German Chancellor Olaf 
Scholz at the White House. The ballyhoo surrounding the event was simply unprecedented. 
Everything was orchestrated to manufacture a *crisis atmosphere" that Biden 
used to pressure the chancellor in the direction of US policy. Earlier in the week, 
White House spokeswoman Jen Psaki repeatedly said that a "Russian invasion was imminent." 
Her comments were followed by State Department flak Nick Price opining that the Intel 
agencies had provided him with details of an alleged Russian-backed "false flag" operation they 
expected to take place in the near future in east Ukraine. Price's warning was followed on 
Sunday morning by national security advisor Jake Sullivan claiming that a Russian invasion 


could happen at any time maybe “еуеп tomorrow." This was just days after Bloomberg News 
agency had published its sensational and utterly-false headline that “Russia Invades Ukraine". 


Can you see the pattern here? Can you see how these baseless claims were all used to apply 
pressure to the unsuspecting German chancellor who seemed oblivious to the campaign that 
was aimed at him? 


As one might expect, the final blow was delivered by the American president himself. During 
the press conference Biden stated emphatically that, 


“If Russia invades ... there will no longer [be] a Nord Stream 2.. We will 
bring an end to it." 


So, now Washington sets policy for Germany??? 
What insufferable arrogance! 


The German chancellor was taken aback by Biden's comments which clearly were not part of 
the original script. Even so, Scholz never agreed to cancel Nord Stream and refused to 
even mention the pipeline by name. If Biden thought he could sandbag the leader 
of the world's third biggest economy by cornering him in a public forum, he 
guessed wrong. Germany remains committed to launching Nord Stream regardless of 
potential flare-ups in far-flung Ukraine. But that could change at any time. After all, who 
knows what incitements Washington might be planning in the near future? Who knows how 
many lives they are prepared to sacrifice in order to put a wedge between Germany and Russia? 
Who knows what risks Biden is willing to take to slow America's decline and prevent a new 
“polycentric” world order from emerging? Anything could happen in the weeks ahead. 


Anything. 


For now, Germany is in the catbird seat. It's up to Scholz to decide how the matter will be 
settled. Will he implement the policy that best serves the interests of the German 
people or will he cave in to Biden's relentless arm twisting? Will he chart a new 
course that strengthens new alliances in the bustling Eurasian corridor or will he throw his 
support behind Washington's crazed geopolitical ambitions? Will he accept Germany's 
pivotal role in a new world order— in which many emerging centers of power share 
equally in global governance and where the leadership remains unflinchingly committed to 
multilateralism, peaceful development and security for all- or will he try to prop up the 
tattered post- War system that has clearly outlived its shelf-life? 


One thing is certain; whatever Germany decides is bound to affect us all. 
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Agreement on measures to ensure the security of The Russian Federation and 
member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 


Unofficial translation 
Draft 


The Russian Federation and the member States of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO), hereinafter referred to as the Parties, 

reaffirming their aspiration to improve relations and deepen mutual 
understanding, 

acknowledging that an effective response to contemporary challenges and 
threats to security in our interdependent world requires joint efforts of all the 
Parties, 

determined to prevent dangerous military activity and therefore reduce the 
possibility of incidents between their armed forces, 

noting that the security interests of each Party require better multilateral 
cooperation, more political and military stability, predictability, and transparency, 

reaffirming their commitment to the purposes and principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations, the 1975 Helsinki Final Act of the Conference on Security and 
Co-operation in Europe, the 1997 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation 
and Security between the Russian Federation and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization, the 1994 Code of Conduct on Politico-Military Aspects of Security, 
the 1999 Charter for European Security, and the Rome Declaration "Russia-NATO 
Relations: a New Quality" signed by the Heads of State and Government of the 
Russian Federation and NATO member States in 2002, 

have agreed as follows: 

Article | 

The Parties shall guide in their relations by the principles of cooperation, 


equal and indivisible security. They shall not strengthen their security individually, 
within international organizations, military alliances or coalitions at the expense of 
the security of other Parties. 


The Parties shall settle all international disputes in their mutual relations by 
peaceful means and refrain from the use or threat of force in any manner 
inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations. 

The Parties shall not create conditions or situations that pose or could be 
perceived as a threat to the national security of other Parties. 

The Parties shall exercise restraint in military planning and conducting 
exercises to reduce risks of eventual dangerous situations in accordance with their 
obligations under international law, including those set out in intergovernmental 
agreements on the prevention of incidents at sea outside territorial waters and in the 
airspace above, as well as in intergovernmental agreements on the prevention of 
dangerous military activities. 

Article 2 

In order to address issues and settle problems, the Parties shall use the 
mechanisms of urgent bilateral or multilateral consultations, including the NATO- 
Russia Council. 

The Parties shall regularly and voluntarily exchange assessments of 
contemporary threats and security challenges, inform each other about military 
exercises and maneuvers, and main provisions of their military doctrines. АП 
existing mechanisms and tools for confidence-building measures shall be used in 
order to ensure transparency and predictability of military activities. 

Telephone hotlines shall be established to maintain emergency contacts 
between the Parties. 

Article 3 

The Parties reaffirm that they do not consider each other as adversaries. 

The Parties shall maintain dialogue and interaction on improving 
mechanisms to prevent incidents on and over the high seas (primarily in the Baltics 
and the Black Sea region). 

Article 4 

The Russian Federation and all the Parties that were member States of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization as of 27 May 1997, respectively, shall not 
deploy military forces and weaponry on the territory of any of the other States in 
Europe in addition to the forces stationed on that territory as of 27 May 1997. With 


the consent of all the Parties such deployments can take place in exceptional cases 
to eliminate a threat to security of one or more Parties. 
Article 5 


The Parties shall not deploy land-based intermediate- and short-range 
missiles in areas allowing them to reach the territory of the other Parties. 

Article 6 

АП member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization commit 
themselves to refrain from any further enlargement of NATO, including the 
accession of Ukraine as well as other States. 

Article 7 

The Parties that are member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
shall not conduct any military activity on the territory of Ukraine as well as other 
States in the Eastern Europe, in the South Caucasus and in Central Asia. 

In order to exclude incidents the Russian Federation and the Parties that are 
member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization shall not conduct military 
exercises or other military activities above the brigade level in a zone of agreed 
width and configuration on each side of the border line of the Russian Federation 
and the states in a military alliance with it, as well as Parties that are member States 
ofthe North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

Article 8 

This Agreement shall not affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting the 
primary responsibility of the Security Council of the United Nations for 
maintaining international peace and security, nor the rights and obligations 
of the Parties under the Charter of the United Nations. 


Article 9 

This Agreement shall enter into force from the date of deposit of the 
instruments of ratification, expressing consent to be bound by it, with the 
Depositary by more than a half of the signatory States. With respect to a State that 
deposited its instrument of ratification at a later date, this Agreement shall enter 
into force from the date of its deposit. 

Each Party to this Agreement may withdraw from it by giving appropriate 
notice to the Depositary. This Agreement shall terminate for such Party [30] days 
after receipt of such notice by the Depositary. 

This Agreement has been drawn up in Russian, English and French, all texts 


being equally authentic, and shall be deposited in the archive of the Depositary, 


which 1s the Government of ... 


Done in [the city of ...] this [XX] day of [XX] two thousand and [XX ]. 
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Treaty between The United States of America and the Russian Federation on 


security guarantees 


c? 


Dra 





The United States of America and the Russian Federation, hereinafter 
referred to as the "Parties", 

guided by the principles contained in the Charter of the United Nations, the 
1970 Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations 
and Cooperation among States in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations, the 1975 Helsinki Final Act of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, as well as the provisions of the 1982 Manila Declaration on 
the Peaceful Settlement of Disputes, the 1999 Charter for European Security, and 
the 1997 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Russian Federation, 

recalling the inadmissibility of the threat or use of force in any manner 
inconsistent with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations 
both in their mutual and international relations in general, 

supporting the role of the United Nations Security Council that has the 
primary responsibility for maintaining international peace and security, 

recognizing the need for united efforts to effectively respond to modern 
security challenges and threats in a globalized and interdependent world, 

considering the need for strict compliance with the principle of non- 
interference in the internal affairs, including refraining from supporting 
organizations, groups or individuals calling for an unconstitutional change of 


power, as well as from undertaking any actions aimed at changing the political or 


social system of one of the Contracting Parties, 
bearing in mind the need to create additional effective and quick-to-launch 
cooperation mechanisms or improve the existing ones to settle emerging issues and 


disputes through a constructive dialogue on the basis of mutual respect for and 


recognition of each other's security interests and concerns, as well as to elaborate 
adequate responses to security challenges and threats, 
seeking to avoid any military confrontation and armed conflict between the 
Parties and realizing that direct military clash between them could result in the use 
of nuclear weapons that would have far-reaching consequences, 
reaffirming that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought, and 
recognizing the need to make every effort to prevent the risk of outbreak of such 
war among States that possess nuclear weapons, 
reaffirming their commitments under the Agreement between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Measures to 
Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War of 30 September 1971, the Agreement 
between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Prevention of Incidents On and Over 
the High Seas of 25 May 1972, the Agreement between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Establishment of 
Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers of 15 September 1987, as well as the Agreement 
between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
on the Prevention of Dangerous Military Activities of 12 June 1989, 
have agreed as follows: 
Article 1 
The Parties shall cooperate on the basis of principles of indivisible, equal and 
undiminished security and to these ends: 
shall not undertake actions nor participate in or support activities that affect 
the security of the other Party; 
shall not implement security measures adopted by each Party individually or 
in the framework of an international organization, military alliance or coalition that 
could undermine core security interests of the other Party. 
Article 2 
The Parties shall seek to ensure that all international organizations, military 
alliances and coalitions in which at least one of the Parties 1$ taking part adhere to 
the principles contained in the Charter of the United Nations. 
Article 5 


The Parties shall not use the territories of other States with a view to 
preparing or carrying out an armed attack against the other Party or other actions 


affecting core security interests of the other Party. 


Article 4 

The United States of America shall undertake to prevent further eastward 
expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and deny accession to the 
Alliance to the States of the former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The United States of America shall not establish military bases in the 
territory of the States of the former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics that are not 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, use their infrastructure for any 
military activities or develop bilateral military cooperation with them. 

Article 5 

The Parties shall refrain from deploying their armed forces and armaments, 
including in the framework of international organizations, military alliances or 
coalitions, in the areas where such deployment could be perceived by the other 
Party as a threat to its national security, with the exception of such deployment 
within the national territories of the Parties. 

The Parties shall refrain from flying heavy bombers equipped for nuclear or 
non-nuclear armaments or deploying surface warships of any type, including in the 
framework of international organizations, military alliances or coalitions, in the 
areas outside national airspace and national territorial waters respectively, from 
where they can attack targets in the territory of the other Party. 

The Parties shall maintain dialogue and cooperate to improve mechanisms to 
prevent dangerous military activities on and over the high seas, including agreeing 
on the maximum approach distance between warships and aircraft. 

Article 6 

The Parties shall undertake not to deploy ground-launched intermediate- 
range and shorter-range missiles outside their national territories, as well as in the 
areas of their national territories, from which such weapons can attack targets in the 
national territory of the other Party. 

Article 7 

The Parties shall refrain from deploying nuclear weapons outside their 
national territories and return such weapons already deployed outside their national 
territories at the time of the entry into force of the Treaty to their national 


territories. The Parties shall eliminate all existing infrastructure for deployment of 


nuclear weapons outside their national territories. 
The Parties shall not train military and civilian personnel from non-nuclear 


countries to use nuclear weapons. The Parties shall not conduct exercises or 


training for general-purpose forces, that include scenarios involving the use of 
nuclear weapons. 
Article 8 
The Treaty shall enter into force from the date of receipt of the last written 
notification on the completion by the Parties of their domestic procedures necessary 
for its entry into force. 
Done in two originals, each in English and Russian languages, both texts 


being equally authentic. 


For 
the United 


States of For the Russian Federation 


America 
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4 NATO is a defensive Alliance and poses по threat to Russia. We have 
always striven for peace, stability, and security in the Euro-Atlantic area, and a 
Europe whole, free, and at peace. These remain our goals and our abiding vision. 


2. Ме firmly believe that tensions and disagreements must be resolved 
through dialogue and diplomacy, and not through the threat or the use of force. 
Considering the substantial, unprovoked, unjustified, and ongoing Russian military 
build-up in and around Ukraine and in Belarus, we call on Russia to immediately 
de-escalate the situation in a verifiable, timely, and lasting manner. We reaffirm 
our support for the territorial integrity and sovereignty of Ukraine, including Crimea, 
within its internationally recognized borders. The resolution of the conflict in and 
around Ukraine, in accordance with the principles enshrined in the Minsk 
agreements and through agreed formats, would significantly improve the security 
situation and the prospect for stability in Europe. 


3. NATO remains firmly committed to the’ fundamental principles and 

agreements underpinning European security. We regret Russia's breach of the 

very values, principles, and commitments, which it helped develop and which 
underpin the NATO-Russia relationship. NATO Allies believe that Euro-Atlantic 
security can be best enhanced for the benefit of al! when all nations reaffirm their 
adherence to the purposes and principles of the United Natons Charter. rules- 
based international order, and the instruments, in their entirety, to which they freely 
committed: the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, the 1990 Charter of Paris, and the 1999 
Istanbul Charter for European Security. Russia shares equal responsibility for the 
implementation of these principles and instruments. 


4. A stable and predictable relationship between NATO and Russia is in our 

joint interest. During the NATO-Russia Council (NRC) on 12 January 2022, we had 

a first discussion where all present raised their security concerns. NATO Allies 
proposed to continue dialogue in the NRC on ways to strengthen the security of 
al. Allies are prepared to discuss security concerns with Russia. Our dialogue 
would have to proceed on the basis of reciprocity, be based on the core principles 
of European security, and strengthen the security of all. 


5. Noting the proposals on security presented by Russia and reflecting our 
own concerns, NATO Allies have identified areas where we can engage 
constructively in meaningful dialogue. Our aim is to achieve concrete and 
reciprocally beneficial outcomes. We support the proposal made by the Chair of 
the NATO-Russia Council tohold a series of thematic meetings to discuss the state 
of NATO-Russia relations; the security situation in Europe, including in and around 
Ukraine; and issues related to risk reduction, transparency, and arms control. 


6. Euro-Atlantic security can be enhanced by taking forward t i 
| у 9 he following 
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State of NATO-Russia Relations 


7.1 Making full use of the existing military-to-military channels of 
communication to promote predictability, transparency, and reduce 
risks. 

7.2 Re-establishing NATO's and Russia's mutual presence in Moscow 
and in Brussels respectively. 


7.3 Working on the Russian proposal to establish a civilian telephone 
hotline to maintain emergency contact. 


European security, including the situation in and around Ukraine 


81 All states respecting and adhering to the principles of sovereignty, 
inviolability of borders, and territorial integrity of states, and refraining 
from the threat and use of force. 


82 All states respecting the right of other states Io choose or change 
security arrangements, and to decide their own future and foreign 
policy free from outside interference. In this fight, we reaffirm our 
commitment to NATO's Open Door Policy under Article 10 of the 
Washington Treaty. 


83 Russia withdrawing forces from Ukraine, Georgia, and the Republic 
of Moldova where they are deployed without host-nation consent. 


84 All parties engaging constructively in various conflict resolution 
formats to which they belong. inter alia the Normandy Format, the 
Trilateral Contact Group, the Geneva International Discussion, and 


the 5*2 talks. 


8.5 Russia refraining from coercive force posturing, aggressive nuclear 
rhetoric, and malign activities directed against Allies and other 


countries. 
Risk Reduction, Transparency, and Arms Control. NATO Allies have a long 


track record of contributing to arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation. 
We remain open to meaningful arms control discussions and dialogue with Russia 
on reciprocal transparency and confidence-building measures, including by taking 


forward the following proposals: 


9.1 Continuing the practice of exchanging briefings on Russian and 
NATO exercises in the NATO-Russia Council with the view to 


promote predictability, transparency, and reduce risks. 
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9.2 Engaging constructive! mod 
OSCE; vely on modernizing the Vienna Document in the 


9.3 Increasing transparency of exerci loweri 
Ses and snap exerci 
notification and Observation thresholds; — 


9.4 Preventing dangerous incidents of a mili i 
lita t 
transparency and risk reduction efforts. нны 


9.5 Holding reciprocal briefings on Russia's and NATO' ici 
and elaborating on furth ret ee end cwm 


er potential reciprocal strategic risk j 
measures. agio пек reduction 


9.6 Consulting on ways to reduce threats to-Space systems, including 
through efforts to promote responsible behaviour in space; and 


Russia refraining from conducting ant-satellite tests, which create 
large amounts of debris. 


9.7 Promoting a free, open, peaceful, and secure cyberspace by 
consulting on ways to reduce threats in the cyber domain, by 
pursuing efforts to enhance stability by adhering to international legal 
obligations and voluntary norms of responsible state behaviour in 

cyberspace; and all states desisting from malicious cyber activities. 


9.8 Consulting on concrete ways to prevent incidents in the air and at 


sea with a view to rebuild trust and confidence and increase 
predictability in the Euro-Atlantic region. 


9.9 Ali states recommitting to full implementation of and compliance with 
the letter and spirit of all of their international obligations and 
commitments in the area of arms control, disarmament, and non- 
proliferation, including full implementation of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention and Biological Weapons Convention. 


9.10 Russia resuming the implementation of the Treaty on Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), returning to participation in the Joint 


Consultative Group, and providing detailed CFE Treaty-required 
annual data and information. 


9.11 In light of Allies’ concerns about Russia's State Armament 
Programme, including its stockpile of non-strategic nuclear weapons 
as well as the growing number and types of its intermediate- and 
shorter-range missiles and launchers, encouraging Russia: 


. To negotiate with the United States on future arms control and 
disarmament agreements and arrangements that encompass 
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а! US and Russian nuclear weapons, including non-strategic 
nuclear weapons, non-deployed nuclear warheads, as well as 
all nuclear-armed intercontinental-range delivery vehicles. 


ii. To engage seriously with the United States on ground-based 
intermediate- and shorter- range missiles and their launchers 
as part of a broader discussion, including with all Allies about 
next steps, and in the NATO-Russia Council. 





10. | For more than 30 years, NATO has worked to build а partnership with 
Russia. At the 1990 London Summit, as the Cold War was coming to an end, the 
Alliance extended the hanc of friendship, offering dialogue and partnership in place 
of confrontation and distrust. In the years that followed, NATO created the 
Pertnership for Peace, and NATO and Russia signed the NATO-Russia Founding 


Act and established the NATO-Russia Counéil, which remains a unique framework 
and bua of the Alliance's сроппевз іо TU. with Russia. No oher parner 


11. We continue to aspire to-a-consiructive relationship with Russia when its 
actions make that possible," We encourage Russia to engage in meaningful 


Cialogue on issues of concern to all of the NATO-Russia Council in order 
to achieve tangible outcomes. 


12. NATO does not seek confrontation. But we cannot and will not compromise 
on the principles upon which our Alliance and security in Europe and North 
America rest. Allies remain firmly committed to NATO's founding Washington 
Treaty, including that an attack against one Ally shall be considered an attack 
against all, as enshrined in Article 5. We will take all necessary measures to defend 


and protect our Allies, and will not compromise on our ability to do so. 
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Areas of Engagement to Improve Security 


Introduction 
The United States is prepared to work toward reaching an understanding with Russia, along with 
ош Transatlantic Allies and partners, on security issues of interest. We are ready to consider — 
In response to Russia's request that the 
United States'provide a direct written response to Russia's draft bilateral treaty proposal, and in 
keeping with our pledge to raise ош own issues of concern, below are issues on which the United 


States is ready to discuss reciprocal commitments or actions, and the fora in which each should 
be considered. Some issues will require more than one forum to ensure appropriate participation 









of Allies and partners. 
We are ready to engage with Russia bilaterally in the U.S.-Russia Strategic Stability Dialogue 
(SSD), at the NATO-Russia Council (NRC), and at the OSCE in pursuit of concrete 
improvements in European security. As part of these dialogues, the United States is open to 
discussing security issues of concern to Russia, the United States, and our Allies and partners. 
Issues related to NATO, including those tbat are raised in Russia's proposed treaty with NATO, 
will be addressed separately by the Alliance. The Uaited States will discuss all issues that affect 


the security of Europe with our Allics and partners. 
and believes that the NRC is the appropriate forum for 


discussions of that issue (Russia's proposed bilateral treaty Article 4). 

The United States enters this process in good faith and with the goal of improving Euro-Atlantic 
security. Russia, meanwhile, has deployed over 100,000 troops on Ukraine's border, occupied 
Crimea, and fueled conflict in the Donbas. In its proposed treaties, Russia made certain demands 
that undermine principles Russia has committed to in prior documents. It is imperative that 
discussions take place on the basis of the core founding documents on European security, 

including the Helsinki Final Act, NATO-Russia Founding Act, and the Paris Charter as well as 
the United Nations Charter, which enshrine the principles of sovereignty, territorial integrity, and 
every state’s right to choose its Security arrangements and alliances, in addition to respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, including freedom of expression, freedom of peaceful 


assembly, and freedom of religion (Russia's proposed bilateral treaty Article 2) 
We note 


that this is one concept in the rich context of the many commitments OSCE participeting states 
have made to each other and cannot be viewed in isolation. We take seriously the mutually 


agreed concept of comprehensive, cooperative, equal and indivisible security as outlined in the 
2010 OSCE Astana Summit Commemorative Declaration, where both the United States and 


Russia also reaffirmed the inherent right of each and every participating state to be free to choose 
or change its security arrangements, including treaties of alliance. 
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тъгооёћоц this process the United States will not deviate from our values, our obligations under 
isternational law, or internationally accepted principles. The United States, along with our Allies 
and partners, will continue to raise additional concerns about Russian activities that affect 
security in the Euro-Atlantic area. 


« "Force Posture in Ukraine (Proposed fora: SSD, OSCE, and Normandy format) 


We will 










continue to consult with Ukraine on these discussions. 

o Concerns. Tbe United States is concerned about Russia's units and equipment in 
Ukraine, including its further build-up of military forces in Crimea and on 
Ukraine's borders. The United States is also concemed that Russia has 
contravened its commitments under the Budapest Memorandum, wherein Russia 
committed, inter alia, to “respect the Independence and Sovereignty and the 
existing borders of Ukraine” and to “refrain from the threat.or use of force against 
the territorial integrity or political independence of Ukraine.” Russia has 

proposed limitations on deployments of intermediate- and shorter-range land- 

based missiles (Russia's proposed bilateral treaty Article 6). 


e Military Exercises (Proposed fora: SSD, NRC, and OSCE) 

o U.S. Position. The United States, in consultation with our Allies and partners, is 
prepared to discuss measures to increase confidence regarding significant ground- 
based exercises in Europe, including, but not limited to, notification commitments 
and modernization of the Vienna Document. We and our Allies and partners | 
made clear in our proposals for Vienna Document modernization at the OSCE 


with our NATO Allies and partners and on the basis of equivalent commitmerts 
by Russia, is also prepared to explore, in the appropriate context, an enhanced 
exercise notification regime and nuclear risk reduction measures, including 
strategic nuclear bomber platforms. 

о Concerns. The United States and NATO Allies and partners have made clear our 

. concerns about Russia's large military exercises and other activities that are 
conducted without prior notice or appropriate transparency. Russia’s failure to 
fully honor its Vienna Document commitments has eroded security in Europe. 
Russia has proposed limits on military activities and improving mechanisms to 
prevent dangerous activities (Russia’s proposed bilateral treaty Article 5). 


* Military Maneuvers (Proposed fora: SSD, NRC, and OSCE) 
о U.S. Position, The United States, in consultation with our Allies and partners, is 


prepared to explore additional measures to prevent incidents at sea and in the air 


id. 
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that do not erode the core precepts of internatio j mallem nolo ining 
enhancements under Incidents at Sea Agreement (INCSEA) por pd 
‘tional mechanisms for bilateral de-confliction. The United States and E 
NATO Allies and partners remain willing to discuss proposals for enhancing 
risk reduction provisions of the Vienna 
Concerns. The United States has concerns 
around U.S. and Allied ships and aircraft in internati 





(Russie’s proposed bilateral treaty Article 5). 


• Intermediate-and Shorter-Range Ground-Launched Missiles (Proposed forum: SSD, 
with additionel consultation in NRC) at 
o 12.8. Position. The United States, in close consultation withour Allies, is 
prepared to begin discussions within the SSD on arms control for ground-based 
intermediate and shorter-range missiles and their launchers. 

o Concerns. The United States and our Allies end partners are concerned about 
Russia's material breach of фе Latermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) 
when it was in force, and Russia’s continued production and deployment of the 
SSC-8 (9M729) missile system, as well as other Russian intermediate- and 

shorter-range missile systems. Russia has proposed limitations on deployments of 
intermediate- and shorter-range land-based missiles (Russia's proposed bilateral 
treaty Article 6). 
(Proposed fora: SSD, NRC, and OSCE) 
US. and NATO current force posture is limited, proportionate, 
and in full compliance with commitments under the NATO-Russia Founding 
Act. ‘We have continued to refrain from the “additional permanent stationing of 
substantial combat forces” as well as from placing nuclear weapons in Eastern 
European states. U.S. forces in Europe are one-quarter of their level at the end of 


the Cold War. 


defensive posture. The United States is prepared to discuss where we disagree 
and explore how we can discuss conventional forces concems, including 
eahanced transparency and risk reduction through the Vienna Document, to 
alleviate mutual concerns. 

Concerns. The United States and our Allies and partners bave concerns about 
Russia's growing multi-domain military build-up, more assertive posture, novel 
military capabilities, and provocative activities, including near NATO Allies’ 
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ice exercises, 
Lx Ukraine's eastern borders, the 






borders, as well as its large-scale 


en end build-up in Crimea and near © and ! 
deployment of modem dual-capable — E proposed limits оп military 
incursions into NATO Allied airspace. RUSS dangerous activities (Russia's 
activities and improving mechanisms to prevent 
proposed bilateral treaty Articles 5). 
e Aegis Ashore (Proposed forum: SSD, with 
o US. Position. 
where i 





confirm the absence of Tomahawk i j i > 
Romania and-Poland, provided Russia о e Ns 
issue. 










delivery vehicles curreatly 
nuclear-equipped heavy bom | 
nuclear-armed ififercontinental-range delivery | 

i We also must address non-strategic nuclear weapons and non- 
deployed nuclear warheads. We propose to begin discussions immediately on á 
followéon measures toNew START. The United States is ready through the SS 
to díscusshow future arms control agreements and arrangements would include 
all U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons, including so-called “non-strategic nuclear 
weapons.” We have also expressed readiness through the NRC to exchange 
reciprocal briefings on Russia's and NATO’s nuclear policies, and to promote 
and risk reduction efforts. 

о Concerns. The United States, along with our Allies and partners, are very 
concerned about Russia’s large and unconstrained non-strategic nuclear weapons 
inventory, and development of novel intercontinental-range nuclear weapons 
delivery systems not currently accounted for under the New START Treaty. The 
United States and NATO Allies have further concerns over Russia’s efforts to 
diversify and expand its nuclear stockpile, and its deployment of modern dual- 
capable missiles and non-strategic nuclear weapons near NATO Allies’ 
borders. Russia has proposed banning deployments of nuclear weapons outside of 
national territory (Russia's proposed bilateral treaty Article 7). Russia has 

| expressed concerns over the United States’ readiness to begin negotiating а 
follow-on agreement to the New START Treaty. 


— | 
. CONFIDENTIAL//REL RUSSIA 


The United States insisted its proposal replies remain secret, however the Spanish paper Е! Pais aquired copies 


CONFIDENTIAL//REL RUSSIA 









Along with our Allies and partners, the United States supports efforts to improve the security of 
the Euro-Atlantic area and believes a dialogue on matters of concern has the potential to produce 
meaningful outcomes. Such dialogue must take place within the appropriate formats, including 
OSCE and the NATO-Russia Council, and must uphold the foundational principles of European 
security embodied in foundational documents such as the Helsinki Final Act. №18 the position Of! 
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Text of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Russia Mr. Sergey Lavrov's written 
message on Indivisibility of Security addressed to the Heads of Foreign / 
External Affairs Ministers / Secretaries of the US, Canada and several 


European countries 


Unofficial translation 


You are well aware that Russia is seriously concerned about increasing 
politico-military tensions in the immediate vicinity of its western borders. With a 
view to avoiding any further escalation, the Russian side presented on 15 December 
2021 the drafts of two interconnected international legal documents — a Treaty 
between the Russian Federation and the United States of America on Security 
Guarantees and an Agreement on Measures to Ensure the Security of the Russian 
Federation and Member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

The U.S. and NATO responses to our proposals received on 26 January 2022 
demonstrate serious differences in the understanding of the principle of equal and 
indivisible security that is fundamental to the entire European security architecture. 
We believe it is necessary to immediately clarify this issue, as it will determine the 
prospects for future dialogue. 

The Charter for European Security signed at the OSCE Summit in Istanbul in 
November 1999 formulated key rights and obligations of the OSCE participating 
States with respect to indivisibility of security. It underscored the right of each 
participating State to be free to choose or change its security arrangements 
including treaties of alliances, as they evolve, as well as the right of each State to 
neutrality. The same paragraph of the Charter directly conditions those rights on the 
obligation of each State not to strengthen its security at the expense of the security 
of other States. It says further that no State, group of States or Organization can 
have any pre-eminent responsibility for maintaining peace and stability in the 


OSCE area or can consider any part of the OSCE area as its sphere of influence. 


At the OSCE Summit in Astana in December 2010, the leaders of our nations 
approved a declaration that reaffirmed this comprehensive package of 


interconnected obligations. 


However, the Western countries continue to pick up out of it only those 
elements that suit them, and namely — the right of States to be free to choose 
alliances for ensuring exclusively their own security. The words ‘as they evolve’ 
are shamefacedly omitted, because this provision was also an integral part of the 
understanding of ‘indivisible security’, and specifically in the sense that military 
alliances must abandon their initial deterrence function and integrate into the all- 
European architecture based on collective approaches, rather than as narrow groups. 
The principle of indivisible security is selectively interpreted as a justification for 
the ongoing course toward irresponsible expansion of NATO. 

It is revealing that Western representatives, while expressing their readiness 
to engage in dialogue on the European security architecture, deliberately avoid 
making reference to the Charter for European Security and the Astana Declaration 
in their comments. They mention only earlier OSCE documents, particularly often 
— the 1990 Charter of Paris for a New Europe that does not contain the increasingly 
‘inconvenient’ obligation not to strengthen own security at the expense of the 
security of other States. Western capitals also attempt to ignore a key OSCE 
document — the 1994 Code of Conduct on Politico-Military Aspects of Security, 
which clearly says that the States will choose their security arrangements, including 
membership in alliances, ‘bearing in mind the legitimate security concerns of other 
States’. 

It will not work that way. The very essence of the agreements on indivisible 
security is that either there is security for all or there is no security for anyone. The 
Istanbul Charter provides that each OSCE participating State has equal right to 
security, and not only NATO countries that interpret this right as an exceptional 
privilege of membership in the ‘exclusive’ North Atlantic club. 

I will not comment on other NATO guidelines and actions that reflect the 
aspiration of the ‘defensive’ bloc to military supremacy and the use of force 
bypassing the prerogatives of the U.N. Security Council. Suffice it to say that such 
actions contravene the fundamental all-European obligations including the 
commitments under the aforementioned documents to maintain only such military 
capabilities that are commensurate with individual or collective security needs, 


taking into account the obligations under international law, as well as the legitimate 


security interests of other States. 
Discussing the present situation in Europe, our colleagues from the United 


States, NATO and the European Union make constant appeals for 'de-escalation' 


and call on Russia to ‘choose a path of diplomacy’. We want to remind: we have 
been moving along that path for decades. The key milestones, such as the 
documents of the Istanbul and Astana summits, are exactly the direct result of 
diplomacy. The very fact that the West now tries to revise to its benefit these 
diplomatic achievements of the leaders of all OSCE countries raises serious 
concern. The situation demands a frank clarification of positions. 

We want to receive a clear answer to the question how our partners 
understand their obligation not to strengthen their own security at the expense of 
the security of other States on the basis of the commitment to the principle of 
indivisible security. How specifically does your Government intend to fulfil this 
obligation in practical terms in the current circumstances? If you renege on this 
obligation, we ask you to clearly state that. 

Without having full clarity on this key issue related to the interconnection of 
rights and obligations approved at the highest level, it is impossible to ensure the 
balance of interests embodied in the instruments of the Istanbul and Astana 
summits. Your response will help to better understand the extent of the ability of 
our partners to remain faithful to their commitments, as well as the prospects for 
common progress toward decreasing tensions and strengthening European security. 

We look forward to your prompt reply. It should not take long as the point 15 
to clarify the understanding on the basis of which Your President/Prime Minister 
signed the corresponding obligations. 

We also expect that the response to this letter will be given in the national 
capacity, as the aforementioned commitments were undertaken by each of our 


States individually and not within any bloc or in the name thereof. 





https://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/news/1796679/ 
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Press release on Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov's telephone conversation with 
US Secretary of State Antony Blinken 





On February 1, Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov spoke by phone with US 


Secretary of State Antony Blinken at the latter's initiative. 

They continued their exchange of views on providing legally binding security 
guarantees to Russia in the context of the written response of the US and NATO to 
the initial drafts of the international legal agreements. Foreign Minister Lavrov 
emphasised the imperative character of our demands that all OSCE countries 
faithfully abide by the commitment not to enhance their security at the expense of 
the security of others, including NATO's non-expansion and non-deployment of 


offensive weapons near Russian borders. 


Opportunities to continue working on security guarantees were discussed in 


light of the current proposals under consideration. 


During the discussion of Ukraine, Sergey Lavrov called on his counterpart to 
use US influence on the Ukrainian authorities to compel them to fully implement 
the Minsk Agreements instead of ratcheting up the aggressive rhetoric and loading 
up the Armed Forces of Ukraine with various types of weapons. 

During the discussion of the bilateral agenda, Mr Lavrov spoke about 
Washington's unacceptable policy of restricting the activities of Russian diplomatic 
missions in the United States. The officials agreed to step up the search for ways to 


remove these “irritants.” 





https://www.mid.ru/en/foreign policy/news/1/966/5 
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Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov's answer to a media question following his 
telephone conversation with US Secretary of State Antony Blinken, Moscow, 
February 1, 2022 


Question: Has Moscow responded to the Americans' written materials that 
were sent following Russia's proposals on security guarantees? What was the gist 
of your telephone conversation today with Antony Blinken? What contacts are 
planned for the future in this context? 

Sergey Lavrov: Today, we heard from the US Department of State that they 
have allegedly received a response from Moscow to the document that the 
Americans sent in reply to our initial proposals on security guarantees in Europe. 

This is a misunderstanding. We started studying the US response when we 
received it about a week ago. It was clear from the start that the Americans prefer to 
focus on discussing important albeit secondary issues. They asked if it was possible 
to agree on the non-deployment of offensive weapons on a reciprocal basis, 
including medium- and shorter-range missiles that had been covered once by the 
INF Treaty which the US destroyed. They mentioned transparency in holding 
exercises, measures for avoiding unforeseen incidents between combat aircraft and 
ships and other confidence-building measures. 

As for the key issue that prompted us to send our initiatives to the United 
States and NATO, their response was negative. [ am referring to our demands for 
honest implementation of the agreements on the indivisibility of security, which 
were reached in the OSCE framework in Istanbul in 1999 and in Astana in 2010. 
These agreements not only envisage the freedom to choose alliances but also make 
this freedom dependent on the need to avoid any steps that would enhance security 
at the expense of the security of others. We saw that the US and NATO response to 
our key question was extremely negative. They focus only on the freedom to 


choose alliances and completely ignore the condition that was approved at the 


highest level, notably, that it is unacceptable to encroach on the security of other 
states in the process. 

We are also concemed over the position of other NATO countries, for 
instance, France. Its defence minister said not so long ago that they insist on the 
need to ensure security based on the documents that preceded the adoption of the 
Istanbul Charter and the Astana Declaration. The minister cited a document of the 
1990 OSCE summit in Paris, which did not contain a demand not to enhance 
security at the expense of others. In other words, our Western colleagues are trying 
to consign to oblivion rather than simply ignore a key principle of international law 
accepted in the Euro-Atlantic space. To prevent this from happening, when we 
received Washington's response to our initial proposals, I described in detail 
everything we are talking about now in a separate message and sent it to all foreign 
ministers of the OSCE states and some other countries to familiarise them with our 
position. 

Today, I reaffirmed to Secretary of State Antony Blinken that we won't allow 
this issue to be dragged out We will insist on honest conversations and 
explanations of why the West does not want to honour its commitments at all, or 
only selectively when it benefits them. Mr Blinken agreed that this is a subject for 
another conversation. We will see how it goes. At present, we are completing the 


interdepartmental work on US proposals on other issues. We will report on them to 


our President. 
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Press release on submitting a written reaction to the US response concerning 


security guarantees 


On February 17, 2022, US Ambassador to Russia John Sullivan, summoned 
to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia, was handed the following reaction to 
the earlier received US response to the Russian draft treaty between the Russian 


Federation and the United States of America on security guarantees: 


- General Characteristics 

We note that the United States has failed to give a constructive response to 
the basic elements of the Russia-drafted treaty with the US on security guarantees. 
This is with regard to the renunciation of NATO’s further expansion, the revocation 
of the “Bucharest formula” on prospective NATO membership for Ukraine and 
Georgia, and desisting from the creation of military bases on the territory of states, 
which were formerly constituent entities of the USSR and which are not members 
of the Alliance, including the use of their infrastructure to conduct any kind of 
military activity, as well as the return of the NATO military potentials, including 
strike capabilities, and NATO infrastructure to their status as of the year 1997, 
when the Russia-NATO Founding Act was signed. These provisions are of 
fundamental importance for the Russian Federation. 

The United States has disregarded the package nature of the Russian 
proposals, intentionally picking out only the “convenient” topics, which, in turn, 
were “twisted” to create advantages for the United States and its allies. This 
approach, as well as the accompanying rhetoric of US officials, can only support 
the justified doubts about Washington being really committed to remedying the 
European security situation. 

Russia is concerned about the increasing US and NATO military activity in 


the direct vicinity of Russia’s borders, whereas its “red lines,” core security 


interests, and sovereign right to defend them continue to be ignored. The 


ultimatums on withdrawing Russian forces from certain areas of Russia's territory, 


accompanied with threats to toughen sanctions, are unacceptable and undermine the 
prospects for reaching genuine agreements. 

Given the lack of readiness on the part of the United States and its allies to 
come to terms on firm and legally binding guarantees on Russia's security, Moscow 
wil have to respond, including by implementing certain military-technical 


measures. 


- Ukraine 

No “Russian invasion” in Ukraine, something officials in the United States 
and their allied countries have been predicting since last autumn, is happening or 
being planned; thus, claims of Russia’s responsibility for an escalation cannot be 
seen as anything but an attempt to exert pressure and devalue Russia’s security 
guarantees proposals. 

Mentioning Russia’s obligations under the 1994 Budapest Memorandum in 
this context is irrelevant to the intra-Ukrainian conflict and does not apply to the 
circumstances of Ukraine’s internal conflict. Ukraine's loss of territorial integrity is 
the result of internal processes in that country. 

Accusations against Russia in the US response of having occupied Crimea 
also hold no water. A coup took place in Kiev in 2014 whose initiators, with 
support from the United States and its allies, pursued a course to build a nationalist 
state infringing on the rights of Russians and the Russian-speaking population as 
well as other “non-titular” ethnicities. It is not surprising that in that situation, 
Crimeans voted for reunification with Russia. The decision of the people in Crimea 
and Sevastopol to reunite with the Russian Federation was made through the free 
expression of will by exercising the right to self-determination under the UN 
Charter. There was no use of force or threat of force. Which country Crimea 
belongs to is a settled matter. 

Should Ukraine be accepted to NATO, a tangible threat will arise that the 
Kiev regime may try to get Crimea back using force and dragging the United States 
and its allies (under Article 5 of the Washington Treaty) into a direct armed conflict 
with Russia, with all the consequences that come with it. 


The recurring statement in the US response of Russia having allegedly heated 


up the conflict in Donbass, is groundless. The conflict was strictly an intra- 
Ukrainian affair. Settling this conflict is only possible by implementing the Minsk 
agreements and the Package of Measures, with the order of priority and 


responsibility clearly stated in it and unanimously confirmed by UN Security 
Council Resolution 2202, including by the United States, France and the UK. Kiev, 
Donetsk and Lugansk are named as the parties to the conflict in paragraph 2 of the 
"Package of Measures" approved by this resolution. None of these documents say 
anything about Russia's responsibility for the conflict in Donbass. Russia and the 
OSCE act as intermediaries in the main negotiation format — the Contact Group — 
and, along with Berlin and Paris, in the Normandy format that develops 
recommendations for the belligerent parties and monitors compliance with these 
recommendations. 

The following steps have fundamental importance for the de-escalation of the 
situation in Ukraine: forcing Kiev to comply with the Package of Measures, ceasing 
weapon supplies to Ukraine, recalling all Western advisors and instructors, NATO 
countries’ forgoing any joint drills with the Armed Forces of Ukraine and 
withdrawing any earlier supplied foreign weapons from the territory of Ukraine. 

In this respect, it should be noted that, during the news conference following 
the talks with French President Emmanuel Macron in Moscow on February 7, 
2022, President Vladimir Putin stressed that we are open to a dialogue and urge 
everybody to “think about creating stable security conditions for everyone, equal 


for all participants in international affairs." 


- Configuration of forces 

We are noting that, in its response to Russian proposals, the United States 
insists that progress in improving the situation in the field of European security can 
only be achieved in conditions of de-escalation, as regards Russia's threatening 
actions directed against Ukraine. As we understand, this implies a demand that 
Russian forces be withdrawn from Ukrainian borders. At the same time, the United 
States is only ready to discuss mutual obligations to refrain from deploying 
permanent forces with combat objectives on Ukrainian territory and to consider the 
possibility of discussing the matter of conventional armed forces. As far as 
everything else is concerned, the US party remains silent on our proposals 
contained in Article 4.2 and Article 5.1 of the draft bilateral treaty and states that 
the current configuration of US and NATO forces is limited, proportional, and that 


it completely meets obligations under the Russia-NATO Founding Act. 
We assume that the deployment of the Russian Federation's Armed Forces on 


Russian territory does not infringe and cannot infringe on fundamental US interests. 


We would like to recall that there are no Russian forces on Ukrainian territory. 

At the same time, the United States and its allies have expanded their military 
infrastructure eastward and deployed troop contingents on the territory of new 
members. They circumvented the CFE Treaty's restrictions and used a very loose 
interpretation of the provisions of the Russia-NATO Founding Act on renouncing 
the additional permanent deployment of substantial military forces. The situation 
that has evolved as a result of these actions is unacceptable. We insist on the 
withdrawal of all US military units and weapons, deployed in Central and Eastern 
Europe, Southeastern Europe and the three Baltic states. We are convinced that 
national potentials in these zones are quite sufficient. We are ready to discuss this 
matter on the basis of Articles 4 and 5 of the Russian draft treaty. 


- Indivisible security 

While reading the US response, we failed to see any confirmation of the fact 
that the US party is fully committed to unfailingly honouring the principle of 
indivisible security. Generalised statements that the US party takes into account this 
postulate directly contradict Washington's unwillingness to renounce a counter- 
productive and destabilising line to create advantages for itself and its allies at the 
expense of Russia's security interests. This is exactly what is happening as a result 
of the unrestrained implementation of NATO’s policy, with the leading role of the 
US, aimed at the completely unlimited geostrategic and military development of 
post-Soviet space, including Ukrainian territory. We see this matter as particularly 
sensitive. АП this is taking place in direct proximity to Russia's borders. They are 
therefore ignoring our "red lines" and basic security interests, and they are rejecting 
Russia's inalienable right to uphold them. It goes without saying that we find this 
unacceptable. 

Additionally, we would like to recall that this principle is formalised in the 
preamble of the 2011 Treaty between the Russian Federation and the United States 
of America on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms. In February 2021, the parties agreed to extend the Treaty for 
another five years without any exemptions. This principle is also formalised in a 
number of fundamental OSCE and Russia-NATO documents, approved at the 


highest level, namely, in the preamble of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, the 1990 
Charter of Paris for a New Europe, the 1997 Russia-NATO Founding Act, the 1999 


Istanbul Charter for European Security, the 2002 Russia-NATO Declaration signed 
in Rome, and the 2010 Astana Declaration of the OSCE Summit. 

We note that the response that we received refers to Washington's 
commitment to the concept of indivisible security. But the document downgrades it 
to the right of states to freely choose or change ways of facilitating their security, 
including allied treaties. This freedom is not absolute and accounts for only half of 
the well-known formula, formalised in the Charter for European Security. Its 
second part stipulates that, while exercising this right, the concerned parties should 
not strengthen their national security at the expense of other states’ security. We 
cannot consider the letter that we received from NATO, dated February 10, 2022, as 
a reply to Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov's message of January 28, 2022 on this 
matter, to US Secretary of State Antony Blinken. We requested a reply in a 


national capacity. 


- NATO's open-door policy 

The US is reiterating its "strong support" for NATO's "open-door policy." 
However, this policy runs counter to the fundamental commitments made as part of 
the CSCE/OSCE, above all the commitment “to refrain from strengthening one’s 
own security at the expense of others." Moreover, this is not consistent with the 
alliance's policy documents either. According to a decision of the NATO Foreign 
Ministers meeting in Copenhagen on June 6-7 1991, the alliance “will neither seek 
unilateral advantage from the changed situation in Europe nor threaten the 
legitimate interests of any state," try to "isolate any country, nor to seek a new 
division of the Continent." 

We call on the United States and NATO to return to fulfilling their 
international obligations with regard to maintaining peace and security. We expect 
concrete proposals from NATO members on the content and format of a legal 


confirmation of NATO refraining from any further eastward expansion. 


- Package deal 
We have noted the US’ willingness to take specific actions with regard to 


certain arms control and risk reduction measures. We have also noted that 


Washington has finally recognised а number of Russia's respective proposals and 


initiatives advanced in recent years, as reasonable and justified. 


At the same time, we must once again point out to the American side that the 
security guarantee proposals advanced by Russia call for a comprehensive and 
long-term resolution of the unacceptable situation that continues to develop in the 
Euro-Atlantic region. Above all, this involves creating a stable foundation for a 
new security architecture including an agreement on NATO refraining from further 
actions that harm Russia's security. This remains an unchangeable imperative for 
us. If this strong foundation is not built, any interrelated arms control and military 
risk reduction measures that ensure restraint and predictability of military activity 
in certain areas — even if an agreement on this is reached — will not be sustainable in 
the long term. 

Thus, Russia's proposal is a package deal and should be considered in its 
entirety, not item by item. 

In this regard, we would like to focus on the lack of a constructive reaction 
from Washington and Brussels to the most important elements of Russia's initiative 
that we have clearly identified. As for arms control, we consider such measures 
only in the wider context of a comprehensive package approach to resolving the 


security guarantees problem. 


- Post-START and the security equation 

The United States is suggesting that we start drafting measures on continuing 
the START Treaty immediately as part of the dialogue on strategic stability. 
However, in the process the Americans are trying to formalise an approach that has 
not been coordinated with us. This approach is focused exclusively on nuclear 
weapons. Moreover, it disregards the capability of these and other weapons to pose 
a direct threat to the national territory of the other side. This unilateral view 
contradicts the understanding reached at the Russia-US summit in Geneva on June 
16, 2021 regarding the comprehensive nature of the strategic dialogue that is 
necessary to lay a foundation for future arms control and risk reduction measures. 

Russia will continue to advocate an integrated approach to strategic issues. 
We suggest drafting a new "security equation" through a cooperative effort. 

We have informed the Americans about the components of our concept — and 


this remains relevant — for example, during meetings on a strategic dialogue, and in 


the working document on the components, which we sent on December 17, 2021. 


- Deployment of nuclear weapons outside national territory 


In its response, the United States did not specifically respond to our proposal 
on withdrawing nuclear weapons from other countries to its own national territory 
and renouncing further deployment of nuclear weapons outside national territory. 
The Americans only mentioned the need to discuss the problem of non-strategic 
nuclear arms during a strategic dialogue, regardless of the peculiarities of their 
deployments or other factors that affect mutual security. 

We would like to explain that our proposals are designed to resolve the 
problem of US nuclear weapons capable of striking targets on Russian territory 
being deployed in non-nuclear NATO member countries, in violation of the NPT. 
This would include elimination of the infrastructure for the rapid deployment of 
such weapons in Europe and the cessation of the NATO practice of holding nuclear 
deterrence exercises with the participation of non-nuclear NATO countries. It is 


impossible to discuss non-strategic nuclear arms without removing this irritant. 


- Ground-based intermediate- and shorter-range missiles 

We consider this issue one of the priorities of the Russian-US dialogue on 
strategic stability. We believe this category of arms is an essential component of a 
new “security equation" that Russia and the United States must develop together. 

We continue to proceed from Russia's topical post-INF initiatives that are 
based on the idea of reciprocal, verifiable moratoriums on the deployment of 
ground-based intermediate- and shorter-range missiles in Europe. In principle, we 
are open to a substantive discussion of the ways of implementing it. In the process, 
we note that Washington still has a vague approach to the main parameters of the 
potential measures to control these weapons, primarily, coverage that should spread 
to all nuclear and non-nuclear arms in the given range. 

We have noted that the United States is using the Russian approach that 
provides for mutual settlement of reciprocal concerns in the context of the earlier 
INF Treaty. It is possible to consider the US-proposed version of our idea on mutual 
verification measures as regards Aegis Ashore systems in Romania and Poland and 
some facilities in the European part of Russia in the future. 

As President of Russia Vladimir Putin emphasised in his statement on 
October 26, 2020 (the US has repeatedly been informed about this idea since then), 


the potential transparency measures as regards Russian facilities оп which 
agreement must be reached, could include control over the absence of the Russian 


9M729 missile there. As a reminder, this is a goodwill gesture because the 


characteristics of 9M729 missile do not contradict the requirements of the former 
INF Treaty in any way and because the United States has not presented any 
evidence to prove its accusations against Russia. That said, the Americans ignored 
our voluntary demonstration of the 9M 729 missile, its technical specifications and 


its launcher, on January 23, 2019 when this treaty was still in force. 


- Heavy bombers and surface warships. 

We have noted the American side's attention to Russia's idea on additional 
risk mitigation measures in relation to heavy bomber flights in the vicinity of the 
parties’ national borders. We consider this a subject for discussion and we can see 
a potential for mutually acceptable agreements here. We would like to point out to 
an equally important element of Russia's package proposal related to the identical 


cruises by surface warships , which also involve serious risks. 


- Military exercises and maneuvers. 

The United States did not respond to the proposals in Paragraph 2 of Article 
4 of the Russian draft agreement. Apparently, the American side believes that 
military tensions can be eased by increasing transparency and implementing 
additional danger reduction measures as part of the West's proposals on updating 
the Vienna Document. 

We consider such an approach to be unrealistic, one-sided, and aimed at “X- 
raying" the Russian Armed Forces' activity. The confidence- and security-building 
measures under the Vienna Document of 2011 are relevant to the current situation. 
The necessary conditions should be created to start discussing the possibility of 
their upgrade. For this, the United States and its allies ought to renounce their 
Russia containment policy and take concrete, practical measures to de-escalate the 
military-political situation, including as proposed in Paragraph 2 of Article 4 of 
Russia's draft agreement. 

As regards the prevention of incidents on the high seas and in the airspace 
above them, we welcome the US readiness for appropriate consultations. However, 


this work cannot replace the effort to solve the key problems highlighted by Russia. 


Permanent Mission of the Russian Federation to the 
United Nations 


Statement and right of reply by Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of the Russian Federation Sergey Vershinin at UNSC briefing 
"Letter of the PR of the Russian Federation S/2014/264 (Ukraine)" 


17 February 2022 


We thank USG DiCarlo, Special Representative of the OSCE Chairperson-in-Office in 
Ukraine and in the Trilateral Contact Group Mikko Kinnunen, and Chief Monitor of the 
OSCE Special Monitoring Mission in Ukraine Уазаг Gevik for their insights. We are also 
grateful to Ms.Tetiana Montian for sharing valuable firsthand information as to how UNSC 
decisions for resolution of the intemal Ukrainian conflict are implemented in practice. 


It is not occasional that the Council is having this discussion today — on this day 7 years 
ago the Security Council in its resolution 2202 unanimously endorsed the Package of 
Measures for Implementation of the Minsk Agreements as the only international legal basis 
for settling the civil conflict in the east of Ukraine. That is why we believe the main goal of 
this meeting is for the Security Council to affirm that there is no alternative to this milestone 
document for Ukraine. 


Now seven years have passed, and unfortunately we see more and more reasons to 
believe that our Ukrainian neighbors still are not going to implement the Minsk Package. 
They say it openly. Let me cite some most recent examples. 


Yesterday Deputy Prime Minister of Ukraine Irina Vereshchuk said: "There will be no new 
laws (regarding the special status for Donbas), no direct coordination". That was after 
President Zelensky had talked to Chancellor Scholz. By the way, she also said that Kiev 
was not experiencing any pressure from the West regarding implementation of "Minsk". 


On 4 February in an interview to Ukrainian TV Channel “1+1”, Foreign Minister D.Kuleba 
said the Minsk Agreements could not be implemented "on Russian conditions", to which he 
somehow ascribed direct dialogue between Ukraine and Donbas. Though this requirement 
is clearly stipulated in the Minsk Package. Head of the Office of the President of Ukraine 
A.Yermak conveyed the same idea at the recent meeting of political advisers of the 
Normandy Format that took place in Paris. 


Earlier, on 2 February, Mr.Kuleba said: "None of Ukraine's regions will be able to veto 
state-wide decisions. This is cast in stone! So there will be no special status, as Russia 
would imagine it, and no veto right". 


The day before, on 1 February, President Zelensky also reminded the whole world of 
Ukraine's intractability. While hinting that there was an "alternative" solution to the conflict 
in Donbas, he said: "Kiev has varying views on the order of implementing certain 
provisions of the Minsk Agreements". 


On 31 January, Secretary of Ukraine's National Security and Defense Council O.Danilov 
said in an interview to Associated Press: "The fulfillment of the Minsk agreement means 
the country's destruction. When they were signed under the Russian gun barrel — and the 
German and the French watched — it was already clear for all rational people that it's 
impossible to implement those documents." 


Ukrainian politicians consistently attempt to make the West think that Minsk Agreements 
run counter to Ukraine's interests. But if building peace on Ukrainian soil is part of those 
national interests, there should be no such sayings. 


Another common excuse is as follows: Russia allegedly fails to implement its obligations 
under the Minsk Agreements. | think we may hear something of this kind later today. At the 
same time, it is obvious that there are no grounds to put a question this way, because the 
Minsk Agreements contain no mentioning of Russia. | will only cite one opinion in this 
regard — the opinion by former judge of the Constitutional Court of Ukraine V.Shishkin, who 
recently offered to start criminal cases against Mr.Kuchma and Mr.Poroshenko who took 
part in the signing of the Minsk Agreements. The latter is accused of the fact that "Minsk 
envisages 20 obligations for Ukraine, 6 for OSCE, 2 for Donbass, and none for Russia". 


Distinguished colleagues, let me again briefly remind you of the content of the document, 
which stands on the agenda of this meeting. | will cite it provision by provision, the order of 
which is strictly stipulated and cannot be altered. 


1. ceasefire 
2. withdrawal of weapons; 
3. OSCE monitoring; 
. launch of dialogue between Kiev and Donbas 
amnesty 
. detainee exchange 
. humanitarian access 
. lifting of economic blockade 
9. reinstatement of Kiev's control of the border, if para.11 is implemented 
10. withdrawal of foreign formations and mercenaries 
11. new Constitution that envisages special status for Donbas 
12. endorsement of the order of convening elections 
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13. intensification of the work of the Contact Group in Minsk 


Seven years have passed, but none of the provisions of the Package were fully 
implemented by Ukraine, starting from the very first provision, which is ceasefire. The root 
cause of the problem is Kiev's systematic unwillingness to have direct dialogue with 
authorized representatives of Donetsk and Lugansk in the Contact Group. This happens 
despite the fact that paras. 4, 9, 11, and 12 of the document directly stipulate such 
dialogue. This is not our abstract “requirement”, this is an obligation of Ukraine envisaged 
in the document. And this is the provision that our neighbors seek to challenge 
increasingly often, thus risking to ruin the entire Minsk process with most devastating for 
Ukraine consequences. 


Ukraine stubbomly refuses to implement provisions of the Minsk Package about direct 
dialogue with Donbas regarding provisional order of local self-government, recovery of 
socio-economic ties, and holding a constitutional reform to anchor the special status of the 
region. At present, a draft law on decentralization has been submitted to the Verkhovna 
Rada of Ukraine. The draft has not been coordinated with Donbas, and it does not 
envisage a special status for this area. 


The Ukrainian side set a course for rejecting all direct communication with Donbas in the 
framework of the coordination mechanism. Models that they offer leave no space for 
effective reaction to ceasefire violations. 


Attempts to shift responsibility to Russia and present it as a side to conflict are void and 
totally baseless. 


| must say that we are very disappointed by the "ostrich-like" position of our Western 
colleagues who try to ignore those obvious things. It is also surprising that they try to 
downplay the Minsk Package while making more accent on the Normandy Format. | 
remind that according to Annex 2 of UNSC resolution 2202, the Normandy Format is "an 
oversight mechanism" for implementing the Minsk Agreements rather than a platform for 
articulating new decisions. 


For seven years on end and at all platforms, Russia has been calling on Kiev's Western 
sponsors to exert some pressure on their protégés and make them comply with Minsk. But 
they did the exact opposite. Growing feeling of impunity and permissiveness bolstered "hot 
heads” in Kiev to invent more excuses and embark on further military ventures against 
their own population. 


Now we have what we have -- thousands victims of the intemal armed conflict. Multi- 
million population of Donbas are aliens in their own country. They are in the target of 
assault and sniper rifles, howitzers and combat drones. As for Ukrainian representatives, 
they keep inventing pretexts for not implementing their obligations and give orders to 
bombard peaceful population. 
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Do you know what “Alley of Angels” is? It is a memorial in Donetsk commemorating 
children who died at the hands of Ukrainian military. Children like those who died on the 
beach in Zugres — a town in Donbas. On 13 August 2014 it was targeted by Ukrainian Air 
Force. More than 20 people were killed, dozens wounded. 


Twenty-four-year-old Anastasia Ruban was on the beach with her two-year-old son 
Maksim when the Ukrainian forces opened fire with a heavy multiple rocket launcher. One 
of the shells landed right next to them. "There was smoke and blood everywhere. The 
bloody bodies of children were lying on the ground,” the girl recalls. 


The Investigative Committee of Russia and RT media holding put together this and other 
stories that illustrate the crimes of Ukrainian military who use prohibited means and 
methods of warfare. The Permanent Mission of Russia circulated those materials among 
UNSC members yesterday. | suggest that you look into these materials, but please be 
ready that you will see some terrible things. 


Here is another indicator of Kiev's "commitment to the Minsk Package — kidnapping of 
observer from Lugansk at the Joint Center for Control and Coordination A.Kosyak that 
happened in October last year. Mr. Kinnunen, we would appreciate if you could tell us 
about this episode. We know that this treacherous act constituted a direct violation of 
para.5 of the Minsk Package that prohibits "the prosecution and punishment of persons in 
connection with the events that took place in certain areas of the Donetsk and Lugansk 
regions of Ukraine". 


Colleagues, 


In conclusion, let me express hope that representatives of Western states will resist the 
temptation of turning this meeting into a platform for baseless and aggressive rhetoric to 
feed the TV cameras, and that they will abstain from making unsubstantiated allegations 
that Russia is allegedly going to attack Ukraine. | think we have had enough speculations 
on that matter, i.a. at the US-initiated meeting of the Security Council on 31 January 2022. 
We have explained everything there was to explain. The alleged invasion date that you 
announced has already passed, so perhaps you'd better stop putting yourselves in an 
awkward situation. 


Thank you. 
Right of reply: 


| closely followed our today's discussion and statements of my colleagues. Let me make a 
point about several issues that were raised today. First of all - superfluous speculations 
around the address of members of Russian State Duma to President Putin with a request 
to recognize Donbas. 


Most importantly, they only requested to consider this issue. However the very formulation 
of the issue reflects the sentiment that can be felt both in the Russian society and in 
Donbas, the population of which has spent last seven years under constant 
bombardments of the Ukrainian army. We spoke about it today. 


We should not forget that hundreds of thousand inhabitants of this Ukrainian region have 
Russian citizenship. They probably had no other choice once Ukraine stopped fulfilling its 
obligations in the area of social security with regard to Donetsk and Lugansk. 


But let me stress again that it is only an initiative, an address of Russian MPs. That is why 
it is important to focus on implementing the Minsk Agreements, which many of us 
confirmed today, rather than on related speculations. The more reason why we should 
avoid bringing it to the Security Council, otherwise one day we will find ourselves reacting 
to all decisions of all parliaments of the globe. Let me again draw attention to what 
President Putin said when he pointed out that we must do all we can to make sure that the 
problem of Donbas is resolved through implementation of the Minsk Agreements. 


Distinguished Mr. James Cleverly talked about the background of today's problems. To my 
mind, the image was inaccurate, one-sided, and even somewhat superficial. Let me 
remind what historical period preceded many of the problems. It was the illegal deadly 
coup d'état in Kiev in 2014, when nationalists and radicals came to power and rejected 
dialogue with the Russian-speaking population, threatening them instead. | remind of a 
crackdown on the Russian language that started in Ukraine and remains in high gear 
today. | also remind that Ukraine develops new versions of interpreting history, which even 
envisage glorification of Nazi criminals. It all happened and led, among other things, to 
Crimea seceding from Ukraine and reunifying with Russia after a referendum. So the 
image of this developing conflict must be clear and accurate, it must reflect the real 
reasons and real developments of the situation. 


As for the aggression that Russia is allegedly plotting against Ukraine, some would 
complaisantly share with us some military scenarios. For example, American Secretary of 
State did so today. He listed some provocations as alleged pretexts for attacking Ukraine. 
Such baseless insinuations but cause our deepest regret. Besides, as | said, they are 
dangerous because they add tension to the already tense atmosphere. But those are 
words. 


Today's discussion also addressed statements that had been made. We had made plenty 
of statements at various levels that underscore what we propose and what we are ready to 
do. Sadly, not everyone perceives and catches on those statements that are pronounced 
at a very authoritative level in Moscow. So much for statements, let us now turn to facts. 
What are the true facts? On true fact is that Russian forces have been and remain on the 
Russian territory. The day before yesterday, some units started to move back after the 


exercises to places of their permanent deployment on the Russian territory. Russian 
officials repeatedly said, and | join them in saying that our country is conducting military 
exercises on its territory in a manner we find appropriate. 


Let me cite other facts as well. Ukraine violates the 2011 Vienna Document on confidence 
and security-building measures. There is a contingent of 120,000 troops deployed on the 
border with Donbas on the Ukrainian side. According to open-sourced data, last year the 
United States supplied Ukraine with 650 million dollar worth of extra armaments. Those 
are not toys. Those are weapons that can shoot. Then, only in January this year they 
supplied further 200 million dollar worth of weapons. This does not include what comes 
from Great Britain, Canada, Baltic States. All those states supply Kiev with lethal arms: 
combat drones, antiaircraft missile launchers "Stinger', anti-tank missiles "Javelin", light 
weapons and ammunition. Poland delivers ammunition for 122 mm and 152 mm guns, that 
are banned by the Minsk Package. What do we have then? All this aggressive rhetoric and 
unstopping warnings about the Russian military threat, what are they needed for? Are they 
needed to explain those deliveries, to serve as a pretext? 


К is obvious to us that the final goal of this campaign is to downplay the talks on 
longstanding legally binding security guarantees for our country. We demanded such 
guarantees from NATO and the US — in a frank and transparent manner. We are ready for 
serious dialogue, but not for its imitation. You know that today the US Ambassador in 
Moscow received our written reaction to the US response on security guarantees. We do 
hope that Washington will study this detailed written document very carefully. 


Thank you. 
In response to the representative of Ukraine: 


Today we heard such words as war and aggression. What's interesting, no one in Russia, 
in Moscow said such words. | said nothing of the sort either. | regret that strong and 
serious statements that President Putin made in the recent days regarding the situation 
around Ukraine and in the east of that country were left unheeded. | would ask our 
partners to listen to what was said at the press-conference in Moscow with participation of 
President of France and Chancellor of Germany, where our guests and President of the 
Russian Federation were speaking. 


This meeting is dedicated to the Minsk Package. | am glad that most of today's statements 
highlighted that the Minsk Agreements are the only internationally recognized legal basis 
for settling the Ukrainian conflict. 


By the way, | very much appreciate the work of our interpreters who manage to relay what 
we are saying in other languages in a correct way. For example, President Zelensky called 
the Minsk Agreements "mediocre". | wonder how this is translated, at least in English and 
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French, because | will not be able to grasp it in the other languages. Apparently, the sense 
of the notion was conveyed. 


Now to what Ambassador Kyslytsa said regarding the legitimacy of Russia's membership 
in the United Nations and the Security Council. Unfortunately, it is not the first time when 
representatives of various states, Ukraine included, seek to boost their self-esteem by 
speculating about the legitimacy of Russia's seat in UNSC. We understand why they do 
this. They appeal to inexperienced public, to those who are far from the international law. 
Because if we take professionals, we will see that they know, people know how things are. 


Did Russia submit another application to become member of the UN? We may also ask 
whether Ukraine did this, or are you still acting on behalf of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic? Russia is the continuator state of the Soviet Union. Basically, it is only about a 
state changing name. As for Ukraine, it was USSR's successor state, meaning that it is a 
new state formation. 


As for poetry, its good when political messages take a form of poems. | love poems about 
beauty by N.Zabolotskiy, a Soviet Russian poet. Do you recall this piece? 


If itis so, what's beauty? Let's decide. 

And why for it do we construct a palace? 

A chalice, holding emptiness inside, 

Or burning flame that glimmers in the chalice? 


| realize that it is an impossible task for the interpreters, but | still hope that they convey the 
sense of this. | would compare beauty to wisdom. We need to have wisdom. We need to 
make wise decisions. When it comes to settlement in eastern Ukraine on the basis of the 
Minsk Package, wisdom is what | stand for. 


Thank you. 
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Foreign Ministry statement on recognising the independence of the Donetsk 


and Lugansk people's republics 


On February 21, 2022, the President of the Russian Federation signed 
executive orders recognising the Donetsk and Lugansk people's republics as 
sovereign and independent states. 

This was the only possible solution, albeit quite a challenging one. The 
leaders and people from these two republics appealed to the Russian President to 
recognise them. The members of the Russian Federation Federal Assembly's State 
Duma raised the same question in their appeal to the President of the Russian 
Federation. 

The President of Russia took this decision primarily on humanitarian grounds 
and to protect civilians in DPR and LPR, including hundreds of thousands of 
Russian nationals, from the real threat to their lives and security posed by the 
current Ukrainian regime, which persists in its attempts to resolve the “Donbass 
issue" by force. 

Exactly eight years ago the world witnessed a bloody anti-constitutional 
government coup in Kiev. It brought to power in Ukraine, with the West's active 
support, radical nationalists who started imposing their law on the country, fighting 
the Russian language and dissent, promoting an alien ideology, glorifying Nazi 
accomplices, rewriting history, and turning Ukrainian territory into а NATO 
bridgehead against Russia. People in Donbass did not agree with this policy and 
stood up for their legitimate rights and interests. Held on May 11, 2014, two 
referendums resulted in the proclamation of the Donetsk and Lugansk people's 
republics. 

Instead of seeking to reconcile with its fellow Ukrainians by political means, 
Kiev launched a punitive military operation against them, which in fact amounted 


to unleashing a civil war. 


Russia has been persisting in its efforts to promote а peaceful, diplomatic 
settlement from the very beginning of the Ukrainian crisis. Unfortunately, the 
government in Kiev made two unsuccessful attempts to return Donetsk and 


Lugansk to Ukraine by force. Russia's proactive engagement alongside other 


international mediators helped stop the bloodshed. This paved the way to the 
drafting of the Package of Measures for the Implementation of the Minsk 
Agreements of February 12, 2015, approved unanimously by UN Security Council 
Resolution 2202. This document provided a path to a political solution to the 
conflict in eastern Ukraine and reintegrating the Donbass region. 

However, from the very moment the Package of Measure was signed, Kiev 
was not ready to implement it, openly stating that the agreements reached in Minsk 
were null and void and refusing to fulfil them. Warlike rhetoric kept coming from 
Ukrainian officials who made public statements on refusing direct dialogue with 
Donbass and stated their intentions to resolve the crisis by military means. In fact, 
Kiev has long withdrawn from the Minsk agreements by openly sabotaging their 
implementation. 

АП these years, the DPR and LPR have been living under artillery and mortar 
fire. Thousands of innocent people, including children, died, and tens of thousands 
were wounded. Donbass faced an all-out transport and economic blockade, and its 
residents no longer received pensions or social benefits. These actions were nothing 
short of a genocide against Ukraine's own people. 

We have recently witnessed a sharp escalation along the entire line of 
contact. Once again, there are reports of multiple ceasefire violations with shells 
destroying civilian homes, schools, and other civilian infrastructure facilities. 

People in these republics faced the threat of direct physical annihilation by 
the Kiev authorities. It became obvious that for Kiev, Donbass is a territory rather 
than people living there. 

Against this backdrop, recognising the Donetsk and Lugansk people's 
republics was the only solution Russia felt compelled to take. It will guarantee the 
right of the DPR and LPR residents to live in peace and protect their legitimate 
rights and interests. 

This decision took into consideration the fact that the people of Donbass 
freely expressed their will as per the UN Charter, the 1970 Declaration on 
Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation 
among States, the CSCE Final Act, and other fundamental international documents. 


Russia calls on other countries to follow its example. 
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Foreign Ministry Statement 


Eight years ago, the legitimately elected President of Ukraine was removed from office by an armed coup in 
Kiev. Radical forces came to power which immediately announced their intentions to wage an uncompromising 
war on the Russian language, to inculcate their ideology of aggressive nationalism and to repress all who 
disagree. The Maidan insurgents rejected every attempt to achieve a political solution to the internal crisis in 
Ukraine. The agreement to end the crisis was signed by President of Ukraine Viktor Yanukovych and 
representatives of the opposition on February 21, 2014. Germany, France and Poland provided guarantees. It 
could have helped calm the situation and protect the interests of the people in all regions of that country without 
exception. However, this peace plan was immediately trampled on by the opposition and a bloody putsch ensued 
in Kiev on February 22, 2014. 


Ukraine was plunged deeper and deeper into chaos. Lawlessness reigned in the country amid an atmosphere of 
total impunity and absence of authority. Reprisals against undesirable individuals, lustration and persecution of 
dissidents became the norm. 


Russophobia has been running rampant and now defines Ukraine today. In violation of its own Constitution and 
law, Kiev launched a massive offensive against the Russian language, grossly violating the linguistic, 
educational and cultural rights of tens of millions of Russian-speaking citizens in the process. 


A deep church schism was provoked by the persecution of the canonical Orthodox Church, the seizure of its 
churches by radical nationalist raiders and the theft of its property. АП of that unfolded with the acquiescence of 
law enforcement agencies and the tacit approval of the government. 


Decommunisation was used as a pretext to attack the country's history. The attempts to falsify history have 
reached an unprecedented scale with Nazi collaborators and henchmen elevated to the rank of heroes of Ukraine. 


Extrajudicial reprisals against political opponents, including steep fines, have become an everyday occurrence. 
The persecution of independent journalists continues, censorship grows unchecked, and objectionable media 
outlets are shut down. Authoritarian forms of government have taken root in the country. 


The controversial Myrotvorets website, which contains personal information about disloyal politicians, public 
figures and media representatives, as well as foreign citizens who are charged with *anti- Ukrainian subversive 
activities," is an example of Ukrainian-style democracy. Children are also among the *enemies of Ukraine." 
Individuals who find themselves on the list immediately become potential targets for reprisals by local offices of 
security services and aggressive actions by radical nationalists. 


Since 2014, the Russian Embassy in Kiev and the Consulates General of our country in Odessa, Lvov and 
Kharkov have come under repeated attack. The Russian Centre for Science and Culture in Kiev was repeatedly 
targeted for provocation, its leader was injured, and damage was caused to the centre's property. Russian 
diplomats were targeted by the perpetrators of these aggressive actions as well, receiving threats of violence. 


Their vehicles were set on fire. Contrary to their obligations under the Vienna conventions оп diplomatic and 
consular relations, the Kiev authorities failed to respond to what was happening. 


Given the circumstances, our first priority 1$ to take care of Russian diplomats and staff of the Embassy and 
Consulates General. For their own safety, the Russian leadership has decided to evacuate the staff of Russia's 
foreign missions in Ukraine soon. 
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Address by the President of the Russian Federation – 
February 24, 2022 


President of Russia Vladimir Putin: 
Citizens of Russia, friends, 


| consider it necessary today to speak again about the tragic events in Donbass 
and the key aspects of ensuring the security of Russia. 


| will begin with what | said in my address on February 21, 2022. | spoke about our 
biggest concems and worries, and about the fundamental threats which irresponsible 
Western politicians created for Russia consistently, rudely and unceremoniously from 
year to year. | am referring to the eastward expansion of NATO, which is moving its 
military infrastructure ever closer to the Russian border. 


It is a fact that over the past 30 years we have been patiently trying to come 

to an agreement with the leading NATO countries regarding the principles of equal 

and indivisible security in Europe. In response to our proposals, we invariably faced either 
cynical deception and lies or attempts at pressure and blackmail, while the North Atlantic 
alliance continued to expand despite our protests and concerns. Its military machine is 
moving and, as | said, is approaching our very border. 


Why is this happening? Where did this insolent manner of talking down from the height 
of their exceptionalism, infallibility and all-permissiveness come from? What is 

the explanation for this contemptuous and disdainful attitude to our interests 

and absolutely legitimate demands? 


The answer is simple. Everything is clear and obvious. In the late 1980s, the Soviet Union 
grew weaker and subsequently broke apart. That experience should serve as a good 
lesson for us, because it has shown us that the paralysis of power and will is the first step 
towards complete degradation and oblivion. We lost confidence for only one moment, but 
it was enough to disrupt the balance of forces in the world. 


As a result, the old treaties and agreements are no longer effective. Entreaties 

and requests do not help. Anything that does not suit the dominant state, the powers that 
be, is denounced as archaic, obsolete and useless. At the same time, everything it 
regards as useful is presented as the ultimate truth and forced on others regardless 

of the cost, abusively and by any means available. Those who refuse to comply are 
subjected to strong-arm tactics. 


What | am saying now does not concern only Russia, and Russia is not the only country 
that is worried about this. This has to do with the entire system of intemational relations, 
and sometimes even US allies. The collapse of the Soviet Union led to a redivision 

of the world, and the norms of international law that developed by that time — 


and the most important of them, the fundamental norms that were adopted following 
WWII and largely formalised its outcome — came in the way of those who declared 
themselves the winners of the Cold War. 


Of course, practice, international relations and the rules regulating them had to take into 
account the changes that took place in the world and in the balance of forces. However, 
this should have been done professionally, smoothly, patiently, and with due regard 

and respect for the interests of all states and one's own responsibility. Instead, we saw 

a state of euphoria created by the feeling of absolute superiority, a kind of modern 
absolutism, coupled with the low cultural standards and arrogance of those who 
formulated and pushed through decisions that suited only themselves. The situation took 
a different turn. 


There are many examples of this. First a bloody military operation was waged against 
Belgrade, without the UN Security Council's sanction but with combat aircraft and missiles 
used in the heart of Europe. The bombing of peaceful cities and vital infrastructure went 
оп for several weeks. | have to recall these facts, because some Western colleagues 
prefer to forget them, and when we mentioned the event, they prefer to avoid speaking 
about international law, instead emphasising the circumstances which they interpret 

as they think necessary. 


Then came the tum of Iraq, Libya and Syria. The illegal use of military power against 
Libya and the distortion of all the UN Security Council decisions on Libya ruined the state, 
created a huge seat of international terrorism, and pushed the country towards 

a humanitarian catastrophe, into the vortex of a civil war, which has continued there 

for years. The tragedy, which was created for hundreds of thousands and even millions 
of people not only in Libya but in the whole region, has led to a large-scale exodus from 
the Middle East and North Africa to Europe. 


A similar fate was also prepared for Syria. The combat operations conducted 
by the Western coalition in that country without the Syrian govemment's approval or UN 
security Council's sanction can only be defined as aggression and intervention. 


But the example that stands apart from the above events is, of course, the invasion 

of Iraq without any legal grounds. They used the pretext of allegedly reliable information 
available in the United States about the presence of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. 
To prove that allegation, the US Secretary of State held up a vial with white power, 
publicly, for the whole world to see, assuring the international community that it was 

a chemical warfare agent created in Iraq. It later turned out that all of that was a fake 

and a sham, and that Iraq did not have any chemical weapons. Incredible and shocking 
but true. We witnessed lies made at the highest state level and voiced from the high UN 
rostrum. As a result we see a tremendous loss in human life, damage, destruction, 

and a colossal upsurge of terrorism. 


Overall, it appears that nearly everywhere, in many regions of the world where the United 
States brought its law and order, this created bloody, non-healing wounds and the curse 
of international terrorism and extremism. | have only mentioned the most glaring but far 


from only examples of disregard for international law. 


This array includes promises not to expand NATO eastwards even by an inch. 

To reiterate: they have deceived us, or, to put it simply, they have played us. Sure, one 
often hears that politics is a dirty business. It could be, but it shouldn't be as dirty as it is 
now, not to such an extent. This type of con-artist behaviour is contrary not only 

to the principles of international relations but also and above all to the generally accepted 
norms of morality and ethics. Where is justice and truth here? Just lies and hypocrisy all 
around. 


Incidentally, US politicians, political scientists and journalists write and say that a veritable 
"empire of lies" has been created inside the United States in recent years. It is hard 

to disagree with this — it is really so. But one should not be modest about it: the United 
States is still a great country and a system-forming power. All its satellites not only 
humbly and obediently say yes to and parrot it at the slightest pretext but also imitate its 
behaviour and enthusiastically accept the rules it is offering them. Therefore, one can say 
with good reason and confidence that the whole so-called Western bloc formed 

by the United States in its own image and likeness is, in its entirety, the very same 
"empire of lies." 


As for our country, after the disintegration of the USSR, given the entire unprecedented 
openness of the new, modern Russia, its readiness to work honestly with the United 
States and other Western partners, and its practically unilateral disarmament, they 
immediately tried to put the final squeeze on us, finish us off, and utterly destroy us. This 
is how it was in the 1990s and the early 2000s, when the so-called collective West was 
actively supporting separatism and gangs of mercenaries in southern Russia. What 
victims, what losses we had to sustain and what trials we had to go through at that time 
before we broke the back of international terrorism in the Caucasus! We remember this 
and will never forget. 


Properly speaking, the attempts to use us in their own interests never ceased until quite 
recently: they sought to destroy our traditional values and force on us their false values 
that would erode us, our people from within, the attitudes they have been aggressively 
imposing on their countries, attitudes that are directly leading to degradation 

and degeneration, because they are contrary to human nature. This is not going 

to happen. No one has ever succeeded in doing this, nor will they succeed now. 


Despite all that, in December 2021, we made yet another attempt to reach agreement 
with the United States and its allies on the principles of European security and NATO's 
non-expansion. Our efforts were in vain. The United States has not changed its position. 
It does not believe it necessary to agree with Russia on a matter that is critical for us. 
The United States is pursuing its own objectives, while neglecting our interests. 


Of course, this situation begs a question: what next, what are we to expect? If history is 
any guide, we know that in 1940 and early 1941 the Soviet Union went to great lengths 
to prevent war or at least delay its outbreak. To this end, the USSR sought not to provoke 


the potential aggressor until the very end by refraining or postponing the most urgent 
and obvious preparations it had to make to defend itself from an imminent attack. When it 
finally acted, it was too late. 


As a result, the country was not prepared to counter the invasion by Nazi Germany, which 
attacked our Motherland on June 22, 1941, without declaring war. The country stopped 
the enemy and went on to defeat it, but this came at a tremendous cost. The attempt 

to appease the aggressor ahead of the Great Patriotic War proved to be a mistake which 
came at a high cost for our people. In the first months after the hostilities broke out, we 
lost vast territories of strategic importance, as well as millions of lives. We will not make 
this mistake the second time. We have no right to do so. 


Those who aspire to global dominance have publicly designated Russia as their enemy. 
They did so with impunity. Make no mistake, they had no reason to act this way. It is true 
that they have considerable financial, scientific, technological, and military capabilities. 
We are aware of this and have an objective view of the economic threats we have been 
hearing, just as our ability to counter this brash and never-ending blackmail. Let me 
reiterate that we have no illusions in this regard and are extremely realistic in our 
assessments. 


As for military affairs, even after the dissolution of the USSR and losing a considerable 
part of its capabilities, today's Russia remains one of the most powerful nuclear states. 
Moreover, it has a certain advantage in several cutting-edge weapons. In this context, 
there should be no doubt for anyone that any potential aggressor will face defeat 

and ominous consequences should it directly attack our country. 


At the same time, technology, including in the defence sector, is changing rapidly. One 
day there is one leader, and tomorrow another, but a military presence in territories 
bordering on Russia, if we permit it to go ahead, will stay for decades to come or maybe 
forever, creating an ever mounting and totally unacceptable threat for Russia. 


Even now, with NATO's eastward expansion the situation for Russia has been becoming 
worse and more dangerous by the year. Moreover, these past days NATO leadership has 
been blunt in its statements that they need to accelerate and step up efforts to bring 

the alliance's infrastructure closer to Russia's borders. In other words, they have been 
toughening their position. We cannot stay idle and passively observe these 
developments. This would be an absolutely irresponsible thing to do for us. 


Any further expansion of the North Atlantic alliance's infrastructure or the ongoing efforts 
to gain a military foothold of the Ukrainian territory are unacceptable for us. Of course, 
the question is not about NATO itself. It merely serves as a tool of US foreign policy. 
The problem is that in territories adjacent to Russia, which | have to note is our historical 
land, a hostile "anti-Russia" is taking shape. Fully controlled from the outside, it is doing 
everything to attract NATO armed forces and obtain cutting-edge weapons. 


For the United States and its allies, it is а policy of containing Russia, with obvious 
geopolitical dividends. For our country, it is a matter of life and death, a matter of our 
historical future as a nation. This is not an exaggeration; this is a fact. It is not only a very 
real threat to our interests but to the very existence of our state and to its sovereignty. It is 
the red line which we have spoken about on numerous occasions. They have crossed it. 


This brings me to the situation in Donbass. We can see that the forces that staged 

the coup in Ukraine in 2014 have seized power, are keeping it with the help of omamental 
election procedures and have abandoned the path of a peaceful conflict settlement. 

For eight years, for eight endless years we have been doing everything possible to settle 
the situation by peaceful political means. Everything was in vain. 


As | said in my previous address, you cannot look without compassion at what is 
happening there. It became impossible to tolerate it. We had to stop that atrocity, that 
genocide of the millions of people who live there and who pinned their hopes on Russia, 
on all of us. It is their aspirations, the feelings and pain of these people that were the main 
motivating force behind our decision to recognise the independence of the Donbass 
people's republics. 


| would like to additionally emphasise the following. Focused on their own goals, 

the leading NATO countries are supporting the far-right nationalists and neo-Nazis 

in Ukraine, those who will never forgive the people of Crimea and Sevastopol for freely 
making a choice to reunite with Russia. 


They will undoubtedly try to bring war to Crimea just as they have done in Donbass, to kill 
innocent people just as members of the punitive units of Ukrainian nationalists 

and Hitler's accomplices did during the Great Patriotic War. They have also openly laid 
claim to several other Russian regions. 


If we look at the sequence of events and the incoming reports, the showdown between 
Russia and these forces cannot be avoided. It is only a matter of time. They are getting 
ready and waiting for the right moment. Moreover, they went as far as aspire to acquire 
nuclear weapons. We will not let this happen. 


| have already said that Russia accepted the new geopolitical reality after the dissolution 
of the USSR. We have been treating all new post-Soviet states with respect and will 
continue to act this way. We respect and will respect their sovereignty, as proven 

by the assistance we provided to Kazakhstan when it faced tragic events and a challenge 
in terms of its statehood and integrity. However, Russia cannot feel safe, develop, 

and exist while facing a permanent threat from the territory of today's Ukraine. 


Let me remind you that in 2000—2005 we used our military to push back against terrorists 
in the Caucasus and stood up for the integrity of our state. We preserved Russia. In 2014, 
we supported the people of Crimea and Sevastopol. In 2015, we used our Armed Forces 
to create a reliable shield that prevented terrorists from Syria from penetrating Russia. 
This was a matter of defending ourselves. We had no other choice. 


The same is happening today. They did not leave us any other option for defending 
Russia and our people, other than the one we are forced to use today. In these 
circumstances, we have to take bold and immediate action. The people's republics 
of Donbass have asked Russia for help. 


In this context, in accordance with Article 51 (Chapter VII) of the UN Charter, with 
permission of Russia's Federation Council, and in execution of the treaties of friendship 
and mutual assistance with the Donetsk People's Republic and the Lugansk People's 
Republic, ratified by the Federal Assembly on February 22, | made a decision to carry out 
a special military operation. 


The purpose of this operation is to protect people who, for eight years now, have been 
facing humiliation and genocide perpetrated by the Kiev regime. To this end, we will seek 
to demilitarise and denazify Ukraine, as well as bring to trial those who perpetrated 
numerous bloody crimes against civilians, including against citizens of the Russian 
Federation. 


It is not our plan to occupy the Ukrainian territory. We do not intend to impose anything 
on anyone by force. At the same time, we have been hearing an increasing number 

of statements coming from the West that there is no need any more to abide 

by the documents setting forth the outcomes of World War Il, as signed by the totalitarian 
Soviet regime. How can we respond to that? 


The outcomes of World War ll and the sacrifices our people had to make to defeat 
Nazism are sacred. This does not contradict the high values of human rights 

and freedoms in the reality that emerged over the post-war decades. This does not mean 
that nations cannot enjoy the right to self-determination, which is enshrined in Article 1 

of the UN Charter. 


Let me remind you that the people living in territories which are part of today's Ukraine 
were not asked how they want to build their lives when the USSR was created or after 
World War ll. Freedom guides our policy, the freedom to choose independently our future 
and the future of our children. We believe that all the peoples living in today's Ukraine, 
anyone who want to do this, must be able to enjoy this right to make a free choice. 


In this context | would like to address the citizens of Ukraine. In 2014, Russia was obliged 
to protect the people of Crimea and Sevastopol from those who you yourself call "nats." 
The people of Crimea and Sevastopol made their choice in favour of being with their 
historical homeland, Russia, and we supported their choice. As | said, we could not act 
otherwise. 


The current events have nothing to do with a desire to infringe on the interests of Ukraine 
and the Ukrainian people. They are connected with the defending Russia from those who 
have taken Ukraine hostage and are trying to use it against our country and our people. 


| reiterate: we are acting to defend ourselves from the threats created for us and from 
a worse peril than what is happening now. | am asking you, however hard this may be, 
to understand this and to work together with us so as to turn this tragic page as soon 


as possible and to move forward together, without allowing anyone to interfere in our 
affairs and our relations but developing them independently, so as to create favourable 
conditions for overcoming all these problems and to strengthen us from within as a single 
whole, despite the existence of state borders. | believe in this, in our common future. 


| would also like to address the military personnel of the Ukrainian Armed Forces. 
Comrade officers, 


Your fathers, grandfathers and great-grandfathers did not fight the Nazi occupiers and did 
not defend our common Motherland to allow today's neo-Nazis to seize power in Ukraine. 
You swore the oath of allegiance to the Ukrainian people and not to the junta, 

the people's adversary which is plundering Ukraine and humiliating the Ukrainian people. 


| urge you to refuse to carry out their criminal orders. | urge you to immediately lay down 
arms and go home. | will explain what this means: the military personnel of the Ukrainian 
army who do this will be able to freely leave the zone of hostilities and return to their 
families. 


| want to emphasise again that all responsibility for the possible bloodshed will lie fully 
and wholly with the ruling Ukrainian regime. 


| would now like to say something very important for those who may be tempted 

to interfere in these developments from the outside. No matter who tries to stand in our 
way or all the more so create threats for our country and our people, they must know that 
Russia will respond immediately, and the consequences will be such as you have never 
seen in your entire history. No matter how the events unfold, we are ready. All 

the necessary decisions in this regard have been taken. | hope that my words will be 
heard. 


Citizens of Russia, 


The culture and values, experience and traditions of our ancestors invariably provided 
a powerful underpinning for the wellbeing and the very existence of entire states 

and nations, their success and viability. Of course, this directly depends on the ability 
to quickly adapt to constant change, maintain social cohesion, and readiness 

to consolidate and summon all the available forces in order to move forward. 


We always need to be strong, but this strength can take on different forms. The "empire 
of lies," which | mentioned in the beginning of my speech, proceeds in its policy primarily 
from rough, direct force. This is when our saying on being "all brawn and no brains" 
applies. 


We all know that having justice and truth on our side is what makes us truly strong. If this 
is the case, it would be hard to disagree with the fact that it is our strength and our 
readiness to fight that are the bedrock of independence and sovereignty and provide 

the necessary foundation for building a reliable future for your home, your family, and your 
Motherland. 


Dear compatriots, 


| am certain that devoted soldiers and officers of Russia's Armed Forces will perform their 
duty with professionalism and courage. | have no doubt that the govemment institutions 
at all levels and specialists will work effectively to guarantee the stability of our economy, 
financial system and social wellbeing, and the same applies to corporate executives 

and the entire business community. | hope that all parliamentary parties and civil society 
take a consolidated, patriotic position. 


At the end of the day, the future of Russia is in the hands of its multi-ethnic people, as has 
always been the case in our history. This means that the decisions that | made will be 
executed, that we will achieve the goals we have set, and reliably guarantee the security 
of our Motherland. 


| believe in your support and the invincible force rooted in the love for our Fatherland. 
February 24, 2022 
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After decades of ignoring Russia's national security concerns, the West is 
confronted with a military invasion of Ukraine which serves as a precursor for a 
new Cold War that will define Russia's relationship with the West for years to come. 


Let there be no mistake, on Feb. 24, the world awoke to a new reality. Prior to this date, 
Russia was treated by the West as an annoyance, belittled by economic and even military 
elites as little more than a "giant gas station masquerading as a nation," to quote John 
McCain, the now-deceased senator from Arizona. 


Russian President Vladimir Putin had been subjected to a series of sophomoric 
psychological profiles that trivialized Russian national concerns as little more than the 
psychotic whim of a troubled individual. The caricatures that emerged of the Russian 
state and its leadership colored the analysis of Russia's oft-stated concems over what it 
viewed as its legitimate national security. 


This blinded the West to the reality of what was transpiring. Because no one took Russia 
seriously, no one could imagine a large-scale ground war in Europe. So everyone was 
taken by surprise when such a conflict broke out. 


Ever since Nato had opened the door to membership for Ukraine and Georgia during the 
2008 Bucharest summit, Russia has been making its vehement opposition known. 


William Burns, the former US Ambassador to Russia and now director of the CIA, 
captured the Russian sentiment іп a February 2009 memorandum: “Nyet means nyet: 
Russia's Nato enlargement red lines." Russia, Burns noted, viewed "farther eastward 
expansion as a potential military threat," giving rise to Russian fears that "the issue could 
potentially split the country [Ukraine] in two, leading to violence or even, some claim, civil 
war, which would force Russia to decide whether to intervene." 


One need only to look at what has transpired in Donetsk and Luhansk, and Russia's 
current military operation in Ukraine, to understand how prescient Burns' cable was. 


Burns, however, was ignored. So, too, was Putin, who had been lecturing the West ever 
since his landmark speech at the 2007 Munich Security Conference, where he famously 
called out the US for having "overstepped its national borders in every way." Putin 
declared, "This is visible in the economic, political, cultural and educational policies it 
imposes on other nations. Well, who likes this? Who is happy about this?" He was 
greeted by silence. 


"| am convinced," Putin told the assembled leadership of the Westem world, “that we 
have reached that decisive moment when we must seriously think about the architecture 
of global security. And we must proceed by searching for a reasonable balance between 
the interests of all participants in the international dialogue." 


At Munich, the Russian president warmed that Western polices "stimulate an arms race." 
He repeatedly warned the US and Nato that President George W. Bush's precipitous 
decision to withdraw from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty and then to deploy anti- 
missile defense systems in two Nato countries, Poland and Romania, posed a direct 
threat to Russian national security. 


In 2018, Putin unveiled new types of Russian strategic nuclear weapons designed to 
defeat US missile defenses. "No one has listened to us," Putin declared at the time. "You 
listen to us now." 


Putin's 2018 nuclear announcement should have alerted the West to a critical aspect of 
the Russian president's personality. “You will have to assess that new reality and become 
convinced that what | said today isn't a bluff ... trust me," Putin said at the time. 


Nyet means nyet. It was a simple message laid out in uncomplicated terms. Russia was 
not bluffing. Yet the US and Nato brushed off the Russian concerns, operating under the 
premise that their principle of an “ореп-доог” policy regarding Nato membership 
somehow trumped Russian concerns about its national security. 


Perception management overtook reality, as Nato tried to sell Russia on the notion that it 
had nothing to fear, since Nato was ostensibly a defensive alliance. The US and Nato 
shrugged off Russia's narrative, which cited Nato's bombing of Belgrade in 1999, 


deployment to Afghanistan in 2001, and intervention in Libya in 2011 as рита facie 
evidence that post-Cold War Nato had morphed into an offensively oriented military 
alliance whose presence on Russia's borders constituted an existential threat. 


Nato membership remained on the table for Ukraine and Georgia. Moreover, Nato began 
arming and training the militaries of these former Soviet republics, integrating them into 
formal Nato exercises that transformed the Ukrainian and Georgian militaries into de facto 
Nato proxies. Indeed, Ukrainian and Georgian troops deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan 
were under the Nato flag. 


Russian sensitivities were heightened following the Maidan Revolution of 2014, which 
saw a pro-Russian president replaced by a decidedly pro-Western Ukrainian government 
that made Nato membership a legal mandate. 


As Burns had predicted, Ukraine's push for Nato membership pushed Russia into a 
comer, prompting a demand by Russia, submitted to the US and Nato in December 2021, 
calling for written security guarantees that Ukraine would never join Nato. This Russian 
demand was ignored. Russia warned that failure to provide the demanded security 
guarantees would result in "military-technical" responses — a euphemism for war, which 
Russia implemented in full on Feb. 24. 


Where We Are Going 


The major takeaway from this unfolding situation should be that Russia's president does 
not bluff, and that the West would do well to listen closely to what he has to say. As 
Russian troops poured across the Ukrainian border, Western diplomats and pundits 
proclaimed shock and dismay. But Russia had been clear about what it wanted, and what 
the consequences of failing to get that would be. This war was predictable, if only the 
West had listened. 


The fighting rages in Ukraine. How this war will end is uncertain. The old military adage 

that no plan survives initial contact with the enemy applies in full. What is known is that 

the US and Europe are imposing a second tranche of hard-hitting sanctions designed to 
punish Russia. 


It is important to point out that anyone who believed this second round of sanctions would 
compel a change in Russian behavior will be disappointed. Russia's course of action has 
incorporated the full range of sanctions planned by the West — not a difficult task, since 
there had been wide speculation about their scope since sanctions were first threatened 
in spring 2021. 


The problem isn't the sanctions, but what follows. These sanctions exhaust the options 
the US, Nato and the EU have for responding to Russia's invasion of Ukraine. They have 
no follow-on plan. Russia, on the other hand, has such a plan. It has been very clear 
about what the future holds. Again, however, the West has not been listening. 


Russia will not take this second tranche of sanctions laying down. Putin has made clear 
that Russia will respond in kind, using symmetrical (i.e., countersanctions) and 
asymmetrical (i.e., cyberattacks) actions designed to disrupt the economies of targeted 
nations and entities. Russia has made no secret that this is its intended course of action, 
but as with its "military-technical" solution for Ukraine, the West shrugged off the Russian 
threat. Russia, however, does not bluff. 


Russia has also made clear that its security guarantees go beyond preventing Ukraine 
from joining Nato and include the return of Nato's military infrastructure to pre-1997 
levels. In short, all Nato forces deployed into Eastern Europe must be returned to their 
home bases, and the two missile defense sites in Poland and Romania dismantled. 


This is the demand that will drive future Russian relations with the West. Rather than 
acceding to Russia's demands, Nato has been doubling down on the reinforcement of its 
eastem flank, dispatching additional forces to Poland, Romania and the Baltics. 


In response, Russia will create an analogous situation to what transpired in Belarus, 
namely the forward deployment of powerful Russian military formations in what will be, for 
all practical purposes, a militarized buffer zone separating Nato from Russia proper, with 
the exception of the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad. 


The resulting standoff will closely resemble the Cold War, where Nato and Soviet-led 
Warsaw Pact forces faced off across the frontier separating East and West Germany. This 
is the new reality that the world woke up to on Feb. 24 — a Cold War that the West 
neither wanted, predicted nor is prepared to undertake. 


Scott Ritter is a former US Marine Corps intelligence officer whose service over a 20- 
plus-year career included tours of duty in the former Soviet Union implementing arms 
control agreements, serving on the staff of US Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf during the Gulf 
War and later as a chief weapons inspector with the UN in Iraq from 1991-98. 
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How convenient for western leaders that every time another country defies the West's 
projection of power, the western media can agree on one thing: that the foreign 
government in question is led by a madman, a psychopath or a megalomaniac. 


The West gets to decide when the timeline of events started, when the original sin occurred. 
The compliant western media give their blessing, and our hands are washed clean once 


again 


At a drop of a hat, western leaders are absolved of guilt or even responsibility for the 
terrible events that unfold. The West remains virtuous, simply a victim of the world's 
madmen. Nothing the West did was a provocation. Nothing they could have done would 
have averted the disaster. 


The US may be the most powerful state on the planet by far, but its hands are apparently 
always tied by a deranged, implacable foe like Russia's Vladimir Putin. 


Putin, we are told, is not advancing any rational — from his perspective — geopolitical or 
strategic interest by invading his neighbour, Ukraine. And so no concession could or 
should have been made because none would have prevented him from acting as he has. 


The West, meaning foreign policy hawks in Washington, gets to decide when the timeline 
of events started, when the original sin occurred. The compliant western media give their 
blessing, and our hands are washed clean once again. 


The subtext — always the subtext — is that something must be done to stop the "madman". 
And because he is irrational and a megalomaniac, such action must never be framed in 
terms of concessions or compromise — that would be appeasement, after all. If every 
enemy is a new Hitler, no western leader will risk a comparison with Neville 
Chamberlain. 


Instead, what is needed urgently, western politicians and media agree, is the projection — 
whether overtly or covertly — of yet more western power and force. 


Unmitigated catastrophe 





The US and British invasion of Iraq nearly two decades ago is a particularly pertinent and 
telling counterpoint to events in Ukraine. 


Russia-Ukraine war: Putin is 
now doing what he accused 
America of - regime change 


Read More » 

Then, as now, the West was 
supposedly faced with a 
dangerous, irrational ruler 
who could not be made to see 
sense and was unwilling to 
compromise. Saddam 
Hussein, western leaders and 
their media insisted, had 





allied with his arch-enemies in al-Qaeda, the perpetrators of the Twin Towers attack of 
9/11. He had weapons of mass destruction, and could launch them towards Europe in 45 
minutes. 


Except, none of that was true — not even the madman bit. Saddam was a hard, cold, 
calculating dictator who, like most dictators, kept himself in power through a reign of 
terror over his opponents. 


Nonetheless, the western media faithfully amplified the tissue of evidence-free claims — 
and patent lies like that preposterous alliance with al- Qaeda — concocted in Washington 
and London to usher in the illegal 2003 invasion of Iraq. 


United Nations inspectors could find no trace of stockpiles of Iraq's former biological and 
chemical weapons arsenal. One, Scott Ritter, went unheard as he warned that any 
possessed by Saddam would have turned to *harmless goo" after many years of sanctions 
and inspections. 
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The improbable 45-minute claim, meanwhile, was not based on any kind of intelligence. 
It was lifted straight from a student's speculations in a doctoral dissertation. Iraq's 
invasion by the US and Britain was not only illegal, of course. It had horrifying 
consequences. It led to the likely deaths of around a million Iraqis, and spawned a 
terrifying new kind of nihilistic Islamism that destabilised much of the region. 


Those interests, of course, were largely concealed because they were so ignoble, flagrantly 
violating the so-called "rules-based order" Washington claims to uphold. But despite 
being an unmitigated catastrophe, the US-led invasion of Iraq was no more "irrational" 
than Putin's current invasion of Ukraine. Washington's neoconservatives advanced what 
they regarded as US geopolitical interests and a strategic vision for the Middle East. 


What the neoconservatives wanted was variously to control Iraq's oil, to eliminate 
regional pockets of resistance to its own and its client Israel's hegemony in the Middle 
East, and to expand the region as an economic market for US goods and weapons. 


Saddam fell into the trap set for him because he was equally motivated by his own 
narrowly defined "rational" self-interest. He refused to admit he had no meaningful 
weapons systems left after the western sanctions and inspections regimes because he did 
not dare to look weak, either to his own population or to hostile neighbours like Iran. 


The western media's refusal to consider the real motivations on either side - the 
neoconservatives’ in Washington or Saddam 's in Iraq — made the 2003 invasion and the 
suffering that followed all the more inevitable. 


Spheres of influence 


The same predilection for the simple-minded "madman" narrative has once again pushed 
us squarely into another international crisis. And once again, it has served as a way to 
avoid examining the real background to, and reasons for, what is happening in Ukraine 
and wider eastern Europe. 


Putin's actions — though potentially no less disastrous than the US-led invasion of Iraq, 
and certainly as illegal — are also rooted in his own "rational" assessment of Russian 
geopolitical interests. 
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But unlike Washington's reasons for invading Iraq, Putin's grounds for threatening and 

now invading Ukraine were not concealed. He has been quite open and consistent about 
the rationale for years, even if western leaders ignored his speeches, and western media 

rarely cited anything more than his most tub-thumping, jingoistic soundbites. 


Unlike Washington's reasons for invading Iraq, Putin's grounds for threatening and now 
invading Ukraine were not concealed 


Russia has realistic objections to the behaviour and bad faith of the US and Nato over the 
past three decades. Nato, we should remind ourselves, is primarily a creature of the Cold 
War, a vehicle for the West to project an aggressive military posture towards the former 
Soviet Union under the cover of a "defence" organisation. 


But following the USSR's dissolution in 1991, the western military alliance was not 
disbanded. Quite the reverse. It grew to absorb almost all of the former east European 
states that had belonged to the Soviet bloc and it made a new bogeyman of Russia. 
Western military budgets climbed year by year. 


Russia expects a so-called "sphere of influence", in the same way that the US demands 
one. What's been going on instead for the best part of 30 years is that the US, as the 
world's sole superpower, has expanded its own sphere of influence right up to Russia's 
doorstep. Like Washington, Putin has the nuclear arsenal to back up his demands. To 
ignore either his claim for a sphere of influence or Russia's ability to impose it by force if 
necessary is either hypocrisy or foolishness. 


That too paved the path to the current invasion. 


Cold war mentality 


But Putin has other reasons — from his perspective — to act. He also wants to show the US 
that there is a price to be paid for Washington's repeated broken promises on security 
arrangements in Europe. Russia dissolved its own military alliance, the Warsaw Pact, 
after the fall of the Soviet Union in a sign both of its weakness and its willingness to 
reorder its relations with its neighbours. 


Why the US needs to 
cooperate with Russia and 
China 


Read More » 

The US and the European 
Union had a chance to 
welcome Russia into the fold, 
and make it a partner in 
Europe's security. Instead the 
Cold War mentality persisted 
even more in western capitals 
than in Moscow. The West's 
military bureaucracies that need war, or at least the threat of it to justify their jobs and 
budgets, lobbied to keep Russia at arm's length. 





Meanwhile, eastern Europe became a large, and profitable, new market for western arms 
makers. That paved the path to this crisis too. 


And finally, Putin has every incentive to deal more decisively with the eight-year festering 
wound of a civil war between anti-Russian, Ukrainian nationalists and ethnic Russian 


fighters from the Donbas region, in Ukraine's east. Even before the current invasion, 
many thousands had died. 


Ukrainian nationalists want entry into Nato so it is sucked into the Donbas bloodbath on 
their side — fuelling a war that could spiral out of control into a direct confrontation 
between Nato and Russia. Putin wants to show Nato and militant Ukrainians that will be 
no simple matter. 


The invasion is intended as a shot across the bows to dissuade Nato from moving its high- 
wire act into Ukraine. 


Western leaders were warned of all this by their own officials way back in 2008, as a 
leaked US diplomatic cable reveals: "Strategic policy considerations also underlie strong 
opposition to Nato membership for Ukraine and Georgia. In Ukraine, these include fears 
that the issue could potentially split the country in two, leading to violence or even, some 
claim, civil war, which would force Russia to decide whether to intervene." 


But even now, the West is undeterred. It is losing no time in pouring yet more weapons 
into Ukraine, further fuelling the fire. 


Dangerous caricatures 


None of this, of course, means Putin's actions are virtuous, or even wise. But for some his 
invasion of Ukraine looks no more irrational or dangerous than Nato's decades of 
provocative moves against a nuclear-armed Russia. 


And here we get to the nub ofthe matter. The West alone defines what "rational" means — 
and on that basis, its enemies can always be dismissed as deranged and evil. 


Western media propaganda only serves to deepen these trends in humanising, or 
otherwise, those caught up in events. 


As the Arab and Middle Eastern Journalists Association observed at the weekend, much 
of the coverage has been blatantly racist, with western commentators noting with 
sympathy that those fleeing Russia's invasion of Ukraine, unlike apparently those 
displaced by western invasions of the Middle East, are "like us", "civilised" and don't 
"look like refugees". 


Similarly, there is a stark contrast between the celebratory reporting of a Ukrainian 
"resistance" making improvised bombs against the advancing Russian army and the 
media's routine demonisation of Palestinians as "terrorists" for resisting Israel's decades 
of occupation. 





US President Joe Biden (В) meets with Russian President Vladimir Putin (L) at the 'Villa 
la Grange' in Geneva on 16 June, 2021 (AFP) 


Equally, US global dominance means it dictates the military, political and diplomatic 
framework of international relations. Other countries, including potential rivals like 
Russia and China, have to operate within that framework. 


The West alone defines what 'rational' means — and on that basis, its enemies can always be 


dismissed as deranged and evil 


That forces them to react more often than act. Which is why it is so critically important 
that the western media report on the events fully and honestly, not resort to easy tropes 
designed to turn foreign leaders intocaricatures and their populations into heroes or 


villians. 


If Putin is a madman, like Iraq's Saddam, Libya s Muammar Gaddafi, Syria's Bashar al- 
Assad and Afghanistan's Taliban leaders before him, then the only solution is the use of 


force to the bitter end. 


In global power politics that potentially translates into a third European "World Маг”, the 
overthrow of Russia's government, and Putin's trial at The Hague or his execution. The 
“strait-jacket” strategy. Which is precisely the catastrophic destination towards which 
western leaders, aided by the media, have been pushing the region over the past three 
decades. 


There are far less dangerous ways of resolving international crises than that — but not so 
long as we keep peddling the myth of the “madman” enemy. 
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Bab al-Mandab Strait 
Vital shipping corridor through which much 
of the world's maritime trade passes 





Hodeidah 
—— and the main gateway 
for food, humanitarian aid 


Everyone asking why we didn't speak up when US invaded Iraq 


[p @Aishalifett - Feb 26, 2022 wy & Chipo Dendere @drDendere . Feb 26, 2022 x 


supports in #Yemen 


US-backed Saudi bombing killing most Yemeni civilians in years, 
despite Biden's false claim to епа war @BenjaminNorton via 
@Multipolarista 





multipolarista.com 

US-backed Saudi bombing killing most Yemeni civilians in years, ... 
President Biden claimed he would end the war on Yemen, but US- 
backed Saudi bombing has escalated. A Yemeni civilian is now ... 


Aisha 
@Aishalifett 


IICYMI: A United Nations report projected that the death 
toll from Yemen's war will reach 377,000 by the end of 
2021, including those killed as a result of indirect and 


direct causes. 





multipolarista.com 
US-Saudi war on Yemen has killed 377,000 people – UN estimate 

An estimated 377,000 Yemenis have died in the US-Saudi war on their 
country, and roughly 70% of deaths were children under age 5, accordin... 
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1. We were children. Literally. | had just started high school. 

2. If you disagreed with war then it's a no brainer to support Ukraine 
3. You men & women of action tell us how you stood up for Iraq so 
we can learn 


Edmund Kudzayi @ 
@EdmundKudzayi 


What's the excuse for Yemen? 
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Palestinian Leftist EZ № P wy 
J @PalestinianLeft 
Meanwhile no one gets sanctioned or attacked for this. 
No one talks about it. No one cares. | hate to compare, 
but what has happened in Yemen is, objectively, far worse 


than whats happened in Ukraine, but because they're not 
White & a US ally is doing it (w/ US weapons). Crickets 





e Vincent Bevins @ @Vinncent 


UN food agency says 13 million Yemenis may face starvation 
abcnews.go.com/International/... 
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Explore what's happening on Twitter 


Explore what's happening on Twitter 
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25. The Group of Experts investigated the coalition airstrike carried out in Sa'dah 


Governorate, on 9 August 2018, on a bus carrying approximately 50 children. It was able to 
verify that the strike killed at least 11 children aged between 10 and 15 years, and injured at 
least 12. According to other reports, including by the United Nations, the total number of 
casualties exceeded 40 civilians killed and 60 injured, including shopkeepers and patrons in 
the market area where the bus was struck. The Group noted that, while the coalition Joint 
Incidents Assessment Team acknowledged that the attack should not have been undertaken 
at the busy market, indicating a failure to take precautions in attack, it failed to consider the 
presence of a large number of children on the bus, alleging that it was transporting weapons 
and a Houthi leader. Even assuming that there was a military target, the timing, location, 


type of weapon used and the high number of civilian casualties, including many children, 
raises questions about the coalition's respect for the principle of proportionality. 


26. The Group of Experts also investigated an airstrike in Sa'dah Governorate, on 26 


Seseees HREEMEHRHERRREMR 


March 2019, which hit a shop near Al-Kitaf rural hospital at a busy time in the morning. 


The airstrike killed eight civilians (five boys and three men) and caused extensive damage 
to the hospital. 


27. Тһе Group of Experts investigated four emblematic airstrikes in Al-Hudaydah 
between June and October 2018. In three cases, the airstrikes hit buses carrying civilians, 
including displaced persons fleeing conflict-affected areas, and resulted in deaths and 
injuries. In one incident, two minibuses at a Houthi checkpoint were hit in close succession, 
killing 17 individuals, including at least one woman and one child, and injuring 34, 
including three boys, two girls and a woman. The coalition admitted possible “collateral 
damage" in this case, which remains under investigation by the Joint Incidents Assessment 


Team. 
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Saudi warplanes carpet-bomb Yemen with US help. This 
must end 


r sanders.senate.gov/op-eds/saudi-warplanes-carpet-bomb-yemen-with-us-help-this-must-end/ 
By: Bernie Sanders & Ro Khanna; The Guardian 


The US must end all support for the Saudi war effort in Yemen. It is fueling the largest 
humanitarian crisis in the world 





The recent breaching of the United States' embassy in Yemen's capital city of Sanaa by 
rebel forces, and the detaining of Yemeni employees of the embassy, is the latest escalation 
in a war that has gone on for far too long. It is a war that the United States has supported 
and remains deeply involved in. It's time for that complicity to end. 


For more than six years, Saudi-led military intervention into Yemen's civil war on behalf of 
Yemen's exiled govemment against Yemeni rebels has been a key driver of the largest 
humanitarian disaster in the world. "The country's economy has reached new depths of 
collapse, and a third wave of the pandemic is threatening to crash the country's already 
fragile healthcare system," United Nations humanitarian relief coordinator, Martin 
Griffiths, said in September, with millions “а step away from starvation". 


Under first the Obama and then the Trump administration, the United States was Saudi 
Arabia's partner in this horrific war. In 2019, Congress made history by passing its first War 
Powers Resolution through both chambers of Congress, pressing Donald Trump to end this 
support. It marked the first time that Congress invoked the War Powers Resolution of 1973 
to direct the president to withdraw troops from an undeclared war. 


We were proud to lead this effort. The passage of that resolution has implications far beyond 
Yemen and opened a much broader and extremely important debate about how and when 
the United States uses our military to wage war, and the sole constitutional authority of 
Congress to authorize that use. 


We welcomed the Biden administration's announcement earlier this year that it would end 
support for "offensive" military operations led by Saudi Arabia in Yemen and name a special 
envoy to help bring this conflict to an end. But the crisis has only continued. American 
defense contractors continue to service Saudi planes that are waging this war and the United 
States just announced new arms sales to the Saudis. We are aware that ending US military 
support for Saudi Arabia's brutal assault will not alone end the multi-sided conflict in Yemen. 
The Houthis are launching bloody attacks on the central Yemeni city of Marib and launching 
cross-border attacks on Saudi territory. Violence has also erupted between rival factions in 
the south of Yemen. A UN expert panel found that all parties to the conflict may have 
committed war crimes. 


The US may not be able to stop all the violence it helped create, but it can stop enabling 
Saudi warplanes to bomb Yemeni civilians. Doing so will save lives — not only the Yemenis 
spared in Saudi bombing runs, but also by utilizing its leverage to pressure Saudi Arabia to 
lift the blockade on Yemen, which continues to block fuel and other essential imports into the 
country, pushing millions of Yemenis toward the brink of starvation. Lifting the blockade must 
happen immediately and be delinked from final peace negotiation talks. 


We have proposed an amendment to the National Defense Authorization Act to finally end all 
US support for the Saudi war effort. The House already passed this amendment for the third 
consecutive year. Given that this amendment simply codifies a prohibition on providing 
support for the Saudi war that already passed both houses of Congress in 2019 — legislation 
supported at the time by multiple officials now in the Biden-Harris administration — it is long 
overdue for this provision to be included in the final defense policy bill that is sent to the 
president's desk. 


It is essential we pass this amendment to restore US credibility as an arbiter of peace in 
Yemen. But that alone is not enough. The US must support an international observer mission 
alongside the Saudi-Yemeni border and spearhead generous development efforts to rebuild 
Yemen. This aid should be focused on bolstering localized humanitarian and development 
initiatives like Yemen's Social Fund for Development. We also must dramatically increase 
our diplomatic engagement to press Saudi Arabia, the Riyadh-based Republic of Yemen 
govemment, and the Houthis to accept the UN's roadmap as the basis for a compromise that 
ends foreign military intervention and allow Yemenis to come to an agreement. The war has 
gone on too long, and it's time we begin to take bold steps on the path to peace. 





Tears for Ukraine, Sanctions for Russia, Yawns for 
Yemen, Arms for Saudis: The West's Grotesque Double 
Standard 


by Ahmed Abdulkareem 
MintPress News waren 2, 2022 





care like it does about Ukraine?!!... |s it because we don't have blonde hair and blue eyes 
like Ukrainians?” Ahmed Tamri, a Yemeni father of four, asked with furrowed brows about 
the outpouring of international support and media coverage of Russia's invasion of Ukraine 
and the lack of such a reaction to the war in Yemen. 


Over the weekend, a member of Tamri's family was killed and nine relatives injured when 
their family home was targeted in a Saudi-led Coalition airstrike in the remote al-Sadf area in 
Hajjah Governorate. Tamri claims that al-Saqf has been subjected to a brutal Saudi bombing 
campaign for the past seven years — more so, he says, than all of Ukraine has endured since 
it was invaded by Russia. 


Despite the horrific bombing campaign against Yemeni civilians, Saudi Arabia's human rights 
violations and war crimes have garnered nowhere near the level of coverage and sympathy 
that the mainstream Westem media has rightfully given to Ukraine. “They shed tears for the 
Ukrainians, and ignore our tragedies... What hypocrisy and racism" Tamri told MintPress 
News. 


Yemenis ask the obvious 





As the Russian invasion of Ukraine continues into the sixth day, an outpouring of support for 
Ukrainians continues to be seen across the Western world. Severe sanctions against Russia 
have been imposed by the United States, Europe, Australia, and the West in general, amid a 


flurry of emergency talks а the UN Security Council. The speed of Western retaliation — 
which includes banning Russia from the SWIFT (Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial 
Telecommunication) international banking network and calls to treat Russians as 
international pariahs in sports, culture, and even science — has raised eyebrows among 
Yemenis who have endured a relentless bombing campaign and deadly air, land, and sea 
blockade for 2,520 consecutive days. 


since Thursday, when Russian forces began their wide-ranging assault on Ukraine, the 
saudi-led Coalition, supported by the United States, has launched more airstrikes in Yemen 
than Russia has in Ukraine. In Hajjah, a province surrounded by heavy Saudi artillery, Saudi- 
led coalition warplanes launched more than 150 airstrikes on the cities of Haradh, Heiraan, 
Abbs, and Mustab, killing scores of civilians, including a father of six killed over the weekend 
by a Saudi drone that targeted his car as it traveled between Shafar and the Khamis Al- 
Wahat market. 


since Russia's incursion into Ukraine began, dozens of civilians, including a number of 
African migrants, have been killed and hundreds wounded by Saudi artillery and airstrikes in 
Yemen's heavily populated Saada province, declared a military area by Saudi Arabia at the 
start of its military campaign in March 2015. 


— — 





The bodies of civilians from а Saudi airstrike that killed at least 87 people on the Yemen-Saudi border, 
Jan. 22, 2022. Hani Mohammed | AP 


As news cameras and solidarity protests gave much-needed sympathy to Ukrainian civilians, 
in Sana'a, Yemen — which has effectively been turned into a large prison for the city s more 
than four million residents and refugees, thanks to a crippling Saudi blockade — warplanes 
bombed a number of densely populated areas, including the airport. An additional 160 


airstrikes were launched on the provinces of Marib, al-Jawf, al-Baydha, Taiz, Najran, and 
Hodeida, the main entry point for commercial goods and aid into a country facing the worst 
man-made famine in the 21st century. 


In fact, it seems as though the Saudi regime is taking advantage of a distracted media in 
order to escalate attacks on a number of sensitive targets along the Yemen-Saudi border 
and strengthen its hold over the Al-Mahra Governorate. The UAE, the other major Western- 
backed oil monarchy occupying Yemen, is likewise making hay, accelerating its project to 
change the demographics on the prized Socotra Island by displacing locals in favor of 
settlers more aligned with UAE policies. And while the U.S. readies massive shipments of 
arms and military aid to Ukrainian "freedom fighters" defending against a Russian invasion, 
Yemeni "rebels" downed an American-made MQ9-1 drone flown by the UAE in al-Jawf and 
two American-made Boeing Insitu ScanEagles in Marib and Hajjah. 


As countries that have spent the past decades building literal and figurative walls to keep out 
desperate brown and black refugees fleeing violence and foreign invasion in their own lands 
open their arms, homes, and hearts to fleeing Ukrainian refugees, Saudi Arabia unleashed a 
force of Yemeni mercenaries upon their homeland with a promise of a Saudi green card and 
safety for their families if they turn on their fellow countrymen. Ironically named the "Happy 
Yemen Forces," the unit was finalized in late 2021, according to leaked military documents, 
with a mandate to secure Saudi Arabia's border with Yemen and ensure Saudi security in 
exchange for a green card and access to the Saudi social services that come with it. 


If we are to compare 


In terms of the sheer cost of human life, the tragedy in Yemen has been much more deadly 
than that in Ukraine, where 325 Ukrainians, including 14 children have tragically lost their 
lives according to Ukrainian officials. Granted the war in Yemen has raged on unabated for 
more than six years, but comparatively the numbers are astonishing. Since 2015 the death 
toll has reached an estimated 400,000 people, including 3,900 children. 


Those deaths have included attacks on civilians so egregious that they did garner fleeting 
media attention but, inevitably, no sanctions, little international condemnation, not even a 
cessation in the military aid and support to the perpetrators. Bombed-out schools, funerals, 
wedding halls, refugee camps, even a school bus full of children targeted by the most 
advanced U.S. weaponry on offer have not been sufficient to elicit the reaction that Ukraine 
has gamered in less than one week. 


Since 2015, Saudi-led Coalition warplanes have pounded Yemen with over 266,000 
airstrikes, according to the Yemeni Army Operations Room, which records airstrikes against 
civilian and military targets. Seventy percent of those strikes have hit civilian targets. The 
rising smoke, rubble and flames now seen in Ukraine have been the status quo in Yemen for 
years, with Western media often deeming the images that appear on local Yemeni television 
stations, of parents pulling pieces of their children out from the rubble of their homes or 
schools, too graphic to display. 
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А nurse holds a malnourished girl а the al-Sabeen hospital іп Sana'a, Yemen, October 27, 2020. Khaled 
Abdullah | Reuters 


Thousands of Yemen's economically vital facilities like factories, food storage facilities, 
fishing boats, food markets and fuel tankers have been bombed by the Western-backed 
saudi Coalition. Critical infrastructure — including airports, seaports, electrical stations, water 
tanks, roads and bridges and countless more schools, agricultural fields, and places of 
worship — have been destroyed or damaged. A Saudi blockade and airstrikes on hospitals 
have crippled Yemen's health system, leaving it unable to deal with even the most basic 
public health needs and leaving the 300 facilities that remain in the entire country barely 
functioning as COVID-19 spreads like wildfire. 


As the outpourings of condemnation of Russia's invasion continue, Western governments 
have sent massive aid packages to Ukraine and social media campaigns fill in the gaps — 
while in Yemen the United Nations announced that by March it would likely cut aid to 8 
million people in a country that it calls home to the worst humanitarian crisis on earth. 
Household food insecurity in Yemen hovers at over 80%. Almost one-third of the population 
does not have enough food to satisfy even basic nutritional needs. Underweight and stunted 
children have become a regular sight and the worst is yet to come, as the Russian invasion 
has led to increased fuel and food prices and as humanitarian funding dries up, according to 
the UN World Food Programme. 


Picking and choosing which invasion to condemn 


In March 2015, more than 17 countries led by the oil-rich monarchy of Saudi Arabia 
launched a military invasion of Yemen, a sovereign state and a member of the United 
Nations. Ostensibly, the war was launched to restore President Abdrabbuh Mansur Hadi to 
power after he was ousted following popular protests amid the Arab Spring. 


By March 26 of that year, the Saudi-led Coalition, backed militarily and diplomatically by the 
United States, would begin a bombing campaign that has indiscriminately killed, maimed, 
and destroyed for seven years. Not only has Saudi Arabia, arguably the most repressive 
dictatorship on earth, forced Hadi back into power under the guise of protecting democracy, 
but it has also occupied huge swaths of southern Yemen from al-Mahara to the Bab al- 
Mandab Strait. 


Yemeni journalists, activists and politicians have been left to ponder why Western 
govemments — in particular, the Biden administration — condemn Russia for invading Ukraine 
under the pretext of national security while defending the Saudi regime's "legitimate right" to 
invade Yemen under the very same pretext. 


Despite the horrific human rights violations carried out by Saudi Arabia in Yemen, Western 
nations, and the United States in particular, have not only provided lethal weapons, training, 
maintenance, intelligence, and political and diplomatic cover to the monarchy but have 
imposed media restrictions on coverage of the Saudi regime's human rights abuses in 
Yemen, pressuring tech and social media companies to deplatform and outright ban Yemeni 
activists and media critical of the war. 
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Yemenis attend a demonstration against the US over its decision to designate the Houthis as a foreign 
terrorist organization in Sanaa, Jan. 25, 2021. Hani Mohammed | AP 
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As mainstream Western media gives glowing coverage to Ukrainians resisting their foreign 
invaders and occupiers — with Westem leaders applauding the steadfastness and resistance 
of Ukrainians and sending aid, weapons and moral support to them — they label Yemenis 
taking up arms as terrorists and target them with American-made smart bombs and drone 
attacks. Yemenis who take up arms against invading Saudi and Emirati forces are 
sanctioned and dismissed as proxies of Iran by liberal media institutions that claim to stand 
against war. 


On Monday, the United Nations Security Council extended ап arms embargo and travel ban 
on Yemeni forces. The resolution strongly condemned what it called cross-border attacks by 
the "Houthis," a derogatory term used to refer to Ansar Allalh, the single largest force 
challenging the Saudi invasion and occupation. It went on to condemn "attacks on Saudi 
Arabia and the United Arab Emirates" referring to Ansar Allah's missile and drone attacks on 
Saudi-led Coalition airports and oil storage facilities. 


Commenting on the resolution — which came as the UAE refused to publicly condemn 
Russia over its invasion of Ukraine, hoping to gain Russian backing for its own invasion of 
Yemen — Ansar Allah leader Mohammed al-Houthi made one simple request: that Saudi 
Arabia's deliberate targeting of civilians in Yemen lead to a Saudi weapons ban. Essentially, 
al-Houthi asked for a lifting of double standards, apparently an impossible request in today's 
political climate. 


Feature photo | Boys stand on the rubble of a home destroyed by Saudi-led airstrikes in 
Sanaa, Yemen, Aug. 25, 2017. Hani Mohammed | AP 


Ahmed AbdulKareem is a Yemeni journalist based in Sana'a. He covers the war in Yemen 
for MintPress News as well as local Yemeni media. 





As US Renews Support for Saudi War in Yemen, Civilian Death Toll Nearly Doubles 


The civilian death toll in Yemen has almost doubled since the UN dissolved its monitoring mechanism 
and the US renewed military and diplomatic support Feb 17 


America Defeats Germany for the Third Time т a 
Century 


Counterpunch 
March 1, 2022 by Michael Hudson 


How the MIC, OGAM and FIRE Sectors Conquered NATO 


My old boss Herman Kahn, with whom | worked at the Hudson Institute in the 1970s, had 
a set speech that he would give at public meetings. He said that back in high school in 
Los Angeles, his teachers would say what most liberals were saying in the 1940s and 
50s: "Wars never solved anything." It was as if they never changed anything — and 
therefore shouldn't be fought. 


Herman disagreed, and made lists of all sorts of things that wars had solved in world 
history, or at least changed. He was right, and of course that is the aim of both sides in 
today's New Cold War confrontation in Ukraine. 


The question to ask is what today's New Cold War is trying to change or "solve." To 
answer this question, it helps to ask who initiates the war. There always are two sides — 
the attacker and the attacked. The attacker intends certain consequences, and the 
attacked looks for unintended consequences of which they can take advantage. In this 
case, both sides have their dueling sets of intended consequences and special interests. 


The active military force and aggression since 1991 has been the United States. 
Rejecting mutual disarmament of the Warsaw Pact countries and NATO, there was no 
"peace dividend." Instead, the U.S. policy executed by the Clinton and subsequent 
administrations to wage a new military expansion via NATO has paid a 30-year dividend 
in the form of shifting the foreign policy of Western Europe and other American allies out 
of their domestic political sphere into their own U.S.-oriented "national security" blob (the 
word for special interests that must not be named). NATO has become Europe's foreign- 
policy-making body, even to the point of dominating domestic economic interests. 


The recent prodding of Russia by expanding Ukrainian anti-Russian ethnic violence by 
Ukraine's neo-Nazi post-2014 Maiden regime was aimed at (and has succeeded inO 
forcing a showdown in response the fear by U.S. interests that they are losing their 
economic and political hold on their NATO allies and other Dollar Area satellites as these 
countries have seen their major opportunities for gain to lie in increasing trade and 
investment with China and Russia. 


To understand just what U.S. aims and interests are threatened, it is necessary to 
understand U.S. politics and “the blob,” that is, the government central planning that 
cannot be explained by looking at ostensibly democratic politics. This is not the politics of 
U.S. senators and representatives representing their congressional voting districts or 
states. 


America's three oligarchies т control of U.S. foreign policy 


It is more realistic to view U.S. economic and foreign policy in terms of the military- 
industrial complex, the oil and gas (and mining) complex, and the banking and real estate 
complex than in terms of the political policy of Republicans and Democrats. The key 
senators and congressional representatives do not represent their states and districts as 
much as the economic and financial interests of their major political campaign 
contributors. A Venn diagram would show that in today's post-Citizens United world, U.S. 
politicians represent their campaign contributors, not voters. And these contributors fall 
basically into three main blocs. 


Three main oligarchic groups that have bought control of the Senate and Congress to put 
their own policy makers in the State Department and Defense Department. First is the 
Military-Industrial Complex (MIC) — arms manufacturers such as Raytheon, Boeing and 
Lockheed-Martin, have broadly diversified their factories and employment in nearly every 
state, and especially in the Congressional districts where key Congressional committee 
heads are elected. Their economic base is monopoly rent, obtained above all from their 
arms sales to NATO, to Near Eastern oil exporters and to other countries with a balance- 
of-payments surplus. Stocks for these companies soared immediately upon news of the 
Russian attack, leading a two-day stock-market surge as investors recognized that war in 
a world of cost-plus "Pentagon capitalism" (as Seymour Melman described it) will provide 
a guaranteed national-security umbrella for monopoly profits for war industries. Senators 
and Congressional representatives from Califomia and Washington traditionally have 
represented the MIC, along with the solid pro-military South. The past week's military 
escalation promises soaring arms sales to NATO and other U.S. allies, enriching the 
actual constituents of these politicians. Germany quickly agreed to raise is arms spending 
to over 2% of GDP. 


The second major oligarchic bloc is the rent-extracting oil and gas sector, joined by 
mining (ОСАМ), riding America's special tax favoritism granted to companies emptying 
natural resources out of the ground and putting them mostly into the atmosphere, oceans 
and water supply. Like the banking and real estate sector seeking to maximize economic 
rent and maximizing capital gains for housing and other assets,, the aim of this OGAM 
sector is to maximize the price of its energy and raw materials so as to maximize its 
natural-resource rent. Monopolizing the Dollar Area's oil market and isolating it from 
Russian oil and gas has been a major U.S. priority for over a year now, as the Nord 
Stream 2 pipeline threatened to link the Western European and Russian economies more 
tightly together. 


If oil, gas and mining operations are not situated in every U.S. voting district, at least their 
investors are. Senators from Texas and other Western oil-producing and mining states 
are the leading OGAM lobbyists, and the State Department has a heavy oil-sector 
influence providing a national-security umbrella for the sector's special tax breaks. The 
ancillary political aim is to ignore and reject environmental drives to replace oil, gas and 


coal with alternative sources of energy. The Biden administration accordingly has backed 
the expansion of offshore drilling, supported the Canadian pipeline to the world's dirtiest 
petroleum source in the Athabasca tar sands, and celebrated the revival of U.S. fracking. 


The foreign-policy extension is to prevent foreign countries not leaving control of their oil, 
gas and mining to U.S. OGAM companies from competing in world markets with U.S. 
suppliers. Isolating Russia (and Iran) from Western markets will reduce the supply of oil 
and gas, pushing up prices and corporate profits accordingly. 


The third major oligarchic group is the symbiotic Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 
(FIRE) sector, which is the modern finance-capitalist successor to Europe's old post- 
feudal landed aristocracy living by land rents. With most housing in today's world having 
become owner-occupied (although with sharply rising rates of absentee landlordship 
since the post-2008 wave of Obama Evictions), land rent is paid largely to the banking 
sector in the form of mortgage interest and debt amortization (on rising debt/equity ratios 
as bank lending inflates housing prices). About 80 percent of U.S. and British bank loans 
are to the real estate sector, inflating land prices to create capital gains — which are 
effectively tax-exempt for absentee owners. 


This Wall Street-centered banking and real estate bloc is even more broadly based on a 
district-by-district basis than the MIC. Its New York senator from Wall Street, Chuck 
Schumer, heads the Senate, long supported by Delaware's former Senator from the 
credit-card industry Joe Biden, and Connecticut's senators from the insurance sector 
centered in that state. Domestically, the aim of this sector is to maximize land rent and 
the "capital' gains resulting from rising land rent. Internationally, the FIRE sector's aim is 
to privatize foreign economies (above all to secure the privilege of credit creation in U.S. 
hands), so as to tum government infrastructure and public utilities into rent-seeking 
monopolies to provide basic services (such as health care, education, transportation, 
communications and information technology) at maximum prices instead of at subsidized 
prices to reduce the cost of living and doing business. And Wall Street always has been 
closely merged with the oil and gas industry (viz. the Rockefeller-dominated Citigroup and 
Chase Manhattan banking conglomerates). 


The FIRE, MIC and OGAM sectors are the three rentier sectors that dominate today's 
post-industrial finance capitalism. Their mutual fortunes have soared as MIC and OGAM 
stocks have increased. And moves to exclude Russia from the Western financial system 
(and partially now from SWIFT), coupled with the adverse effects of isolating European 
economies from Russian energy, promise to spur an inflow into dollarized financial 
securities 


As mentioned at the outset, it is more helpful to view U.S. economic and foreign policy in 
terms of the complexes based on these three rentier sectors than in terms of the political 
policy of Republicans and Democrats. The key senators and congressional 
representatives are not representing their states and districts as much as the economic 
and financial interests of their major donors. That is why neither manufacturing nor 


agriculture play the dominant role in U.S. foreign policy today. The convergence о the 
policy aims of America's three dominant rentier groups overwhelms the interests of labor 
and even of industrial capital beyond the MIC. That convergence is the defining 
characteristic of today's post-industrial finance capitalism. It is basically a reversion to 
economic rent-seeking, which is independent of the politics of labor and industrial capital. 


The dynamic that needs to be traced today is why this oligarchic blob has found its 
interest in prodding Russia into what Russia evidently viewed as a do-or-die stance to 
resist the increasingly violent attacks on Ukraine's eastern Russian-speaking provinces of 
Luhansk and Donetsk, along with the broader Westem threats against Russia. 


The rentier “blob’s” expected consequences of the New Cold War 


As President Biden explained, the current U.S.-orchestrated military escalation 
("Prodding the Bear’) is not really about Ukraine. Biden promised at the outset that no 
U.S. troops would be involved. But he has been demanding for over a year that Germany 
prevent the Nord Stream 2 pipeline from supplying its industry and housing with low- 
priced gas and tum to the much higher-priced U.S. suppliers. 


U.S. officials first tried to stop construction of the pipeline from being completed. Firms 
aiding in its construction were sanctioned, but finally Russia itself completed the pipeline. 
U.S. pressure then turned on the traditionally pliant German politicians, claiming that 
Germany and the rest of Europe faced a National Security threat from Russia turning off 
the gas, presumably to extract some political or economic concessions. No specific 
Russian demands could be thought up, and so their nature was left obscure and blob- 
like. Germany refused to authorize Nord Stream 2 from officially going into operation. 


A major aim of today's New Cold War is to monopolize the market for U.S. shipments of 
liquified natural gas (LNG). Already under Donald Trump's administration, Angela Merkel 
was bullied into promising to spend $1 billion building new port facilities for U.S. tanker 
ships to unload natural gas for German use. The Democratic election victory in November 
2020, followed by Ms. Merkel's retirement from Germany's political scene, led to 
cancellation of this port investment, leaving Germany really without much alternative to 
importing Russian gas to heat its homes, power its electric utilities, and to provide raw 
material for its fertilizer industry and hence the maintenance of its farm productivity. 


So the most pressing U.S. strategic aim of NATO confrontation with Russia is soaring oil 
and gas prices, above all to the detriment of Germany. In addition to creating profits and 
stock-market gains for U.S. oil companies, higher energy prices will take much of the 
steam out of the German economy. That looms as the third time in a century that the 
United States has defeated Germany — each time increasing its control over a German 
economy increasingly dependent on the United States for imports and policy leadership, 
with NATO being the effective check against any domestic nationalist resistance. 


Higher gasoline, heating and other energy prices also will hurt U.S. consumers and those 
of other nations (especially Global South energy-deficit economies) and leave less of the 
U.S. family budget for spending on domestic goods and services. This could squeeze 
marginalized homeowners and investors, leading to further concentration of absentee 
ownership of housing and commercial property in the United States, along with buyouts 
of distressed real estate owners in other countries faced with soaring heating and energy 
costs. But that is deemed collateral damage by the post-industrial blob. 


Food prices also will rise, headed by wheat. (Russia and Ukraine account for 25 percent 
of world wheat exports.) This will squeeze many Near Eastern and Global South food- 
deficit countries, worsening their balance of payments and threatening foreign debt 
defaults. 


Russian raw-materials exports may be blocked by Russia in response to the currency 
and SWIFT sanctions. This threatens to cause breaks in supply chains for key materials, 
including cobalt, palladium, nickel and aluminum (the production of which consumes 
much electricity as its major cost — which will make that metal more expensive). If China 
decides to see itself as the next nation being threatened and joins Russia in a common 
protest against the U.S. trade and financial warfare, the Western economies are in for a 
serious shock. 


The long-term dream of U.S. New Cold Warriors is to break up Russia, or at least to 
restore its Yeltsin/Harvard Boys managerial kleptocracy, with oligarchs seeking to cash in 
their privatizations in Western stock markets. OGAM still dreams of buying majority 
control of Yukos and Gazprom. Wall Street would love to recreate a Russian stock market 
boom. And MIC investors at happily anticipating the prospect of selling more weapons to 
help bring all this about. 


Russia's intentions to benefit from America's unintended consequences 


What does Russia want? Most immediately, to remove the neo-Nazi anti-Russian core 
that the Maidan massacre and coup put in place in 2014. Ukraine is to be neutralized, 
which to Russia means basically pro-Russian, dominated by Donetsk, Luhansk and 
Crimea. The aim is to prevent Ukraine from becoming a staging ground of U.S.- 
orchestrated anti-Russian moves a la Chechnya and Georgia. 


Russia's longer-term aim is to pry Europe away from NATO and U.S. dominance — and in 
the process, create with China a new multipolar world order centered on an economically 
integrated Eurasia. The aim is to dissolve NATO altogether, and then to promote the 
broad disarmament and denuclearization policies that Russia has been pushing for. Not 
only will this cut back foreign purchases of U.S. arms, but it may end up leading to 
sanctions against future U.S. military adventurism. That would leave America with less 
ability to fund its military operations as de-dollarization accelerates. 


Now that it should be obvious to any informed observer that (1) NATO's purpose is 
aggression, not defense, and (2) there is no further territory for it to conquer from the 
remains of the old Soviet Union, what does Europe get out of continued membership? It 
is obvious that Russia never again will invade Europe. It has nothing to gain — and had 
nothing to gain by fighting Ukraine, except to roll back NATO's proxy expansion into that 
country and the NATO-backed attacks on Novorossiya. 


Will European nationalist leaders (the left is largely pro-US) ask why their countries 
should pay for U.S. arms that only put them in danger, pay higher prices for U.S. LNG 
and energy, pay more for grain and Russian-produced raw materials, all while losing the 
option of making export sales and profits on peaceful investment in Russia — and perhaps 
losing China as well? 


The U.S. confiscation of Russian monetary reserves, following the recent theft of 
Afghanistan's reserves (and England's seizure of Venezuela's gold stocks held there) 
threatens every country's adherence to the Dollar Standard, and hence the dollar's role 
as the vehicle for foreign-exchange savings by the world's central banks. This will 
accelerate the intemational de-dollarization process already started by Russia and China 
relying on mutual holdings of each other's currencies. 


Over the longer term, Russia is likely to join China in forming an alternative to the U.S.- 
dominated IMF and World Bank. Russia's announcement that it wants to arrest the 
Ukrainian Nazis and hold a war crimes trial seems to imply an alternative to the Hague 
court will be established following Russia's military victory in Ukraine. Only a new 
international court could try war criminals extending from Ukraine's neo-Nazi leadership 
all the way up to U.S. officials responsible for crimes against humanity as defined by the 
Nuremberg laws. 


| expect Russia to withdraw this week. | can't imagine that it has any intention of 
expending resources and lives on occupation. Its first task was to stop the attack on the 
Russian-speaking eastern provinces and to protect Crimea. Its second task was to wipe 
out the neo-Nazi military forces, capturing their leaders if possible and bringing them to 
trial for war crimes — and then proceeding up the ladder to their U.S. sponsors, NED etc. 


It is of course possible that Europe will break away. In that case, Russia will turn toward 
China and its fellow SCO members. Europe will suffer severe supply chain issues, 
commodity-price inflation, and budget squeezes for its population and governments. 


Did the American blob actually think through the consequences of NATO's war? 


It is almost black humor to look at U.S. attempts to convince China that it should join the 
United States in denouncing Russia's moves into Ukraine. The most enormous 
unintended consequence of U.S. foreign policy has been to drive Russia and China 
together, along with Iran, Central Asia and other countries along the Belt and Road 
initiative. 


Russia dreamed of creating a new world order, but it was U.S. adventurism that has 
driven the world into an entirely new order — one that looks to be dominated by China as 
the default winner now that the European economy is essentially torn apart and America 
is left with what it has grabbed from Russia and Afghanistan, but without the ability to 
gain future support. 


And everything that | have written above may already be obsolete as Russia and the U.S. 
have gone on atomic alert. My only hope is that Putin and Biden can agree that if Russia 
hydrogen bombs Britain and Brussels, that there will be a devil's (not gentleman's) 
agreement not to bomb each other. 


With such talk I'm brought back to my discussions with Herman Kahn 50 years ago. He 
became quite unpopular for writing Thinking about the Unthinkable, meaning atomic war. 
As he was parodied in Dr. Strangelove, he did indeed say that there would indeed be 
survivors. But he added that for himself, he hoped to be right under the atom bomb, 
because it was not a world in which he wanted to survive. 
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So a congregation of NATO’s top brass ensconced in their echo chambers target the Russian 
Central Bank with sanctions and expect what? Cookies? 


What they got instead was Russia's deterrence forces bumped up to “a special regime of duty" — 
which means the Northern and Pacific fleets, the Long-Range Aviation Command, strategic 
bombers and the entire Russian nuclear apparatus on maximum alert. 


One Pentagon general very quickly did the basic math on that, and mere minutes later, a 
Ukrainian delegation was dispatched to conduct negotiations with Russia in an undisclosed 
location in Gomel, Belarus. 


Meanwhile, in the vassal realms, the German government was busy “setting limits to 
warmongers like Putin” — quite a rich undertaking considering that Berlin never set any such 
limits for western warmongers who bombed Yugoslavia, invaded Iraq, or destroyed Libya in 
complete violation of international law. 


While openly proclaiming their desire to “stop the development of Russian industry,” damage 
its economy, and “ruin Russia” — echoing American edicts on Iraq, Iran, Syria, Libya, Cuba, 
Venezuela and others in the Global South — the Germans could not possibly recognize a new 
categorical imperative. 


They were finally liberated from their WWII culpability complex by none other than Russian 
President Vladimir Putin. Germany is finally free to support and weaponize neo-Nazis out in 
the open all over again — now of the Ukrainian Azov battalion variety. 


To get the hang of how these NATO sanctions will “ruin Russia,” I asked for the succinct 
analysis of one of the most competent economic minds on the planet, Michael Hudson, author, 


among others, of а revised edition of the must-read Super-Imperialism: The Economic 
Strategy of American Empire. 


Hudson remarked how he is “simply numbed over the near-atomic escalation of the US." On 
the confiscation of Russian foreign reserves and cut-off from SWIFT, the main point is "it will 
take some time for Russia to put in a new system, with China. The result will end dollarization 


for good, as countries threatened with ‘democracy’ or displaying diplomatic independence will 
be afraid to use US banks." 


This, Hudson says, leads us to "the great question: whether Europe and the Dollar Bloc can buy 
Russian raw materials — cobalt, palladium, etc, and whether China will join Russia in a 
minerals boycott." 


Hudson is adamant that "Russia's Central Bank, of course, has foreign bank assets in order to 
intervene in exchange markets to defend its currency from fluctuations. The ruble has plunged. 
There will be new exchange rates. Yet it's up to Russia to decide whether to sell its wheat to 
West Asia, that needs it; or to stop selling gas to Europe via Ukraine, now that the US can grab 
it." 


About the possible introduction of a new Russia-China payment system bypassing SWIFT, and 
combining the Russian SPFS (System for Transfer of Financial Messages) with the Chinese 
CIPS (Cross-Border Interbank Payment System), Hudson has no doubts "the Russian-China 
system will be implemented. The Global South will seek to join and at the same time keep 
SWIFT — moving their reserves into the new system." 


I'm going to de-dollarize myself 


So the US itself, in another massive strategic blunder, will speed up de-dollarization. As the 
managing director of Bocom International Hong Hao told the Global Times, with energy trade 
between Europe and Russia de-dollarized, "that will be the beginning of the disintegration of 
dollar hegemony." 


It's a refrain the US administration was quietly hearing last week from some of its own largest 
multinational banks, including notables like JPMorgan and Citigroup. 


A Bloomberg article sums up their collective fears: 


"Booting Russia from the critical global system — which handles 42 million 
messages a day and serves as a lifeline to some of the world's biggest financial 
institutions — could backfire, sending inflation higher, pushing Russia closer to 
China, and shielding financial transactions from scrutiny by the west. It might also 
encourage the development of a SWIFT alternative that could eventually damage 
the supremacy of the US dollar." 


Those with IQs over 50 in the European Union (EU) must have understood that Russia simply 
could not be totally excluded from SWIFT, but maybe only a few of its banks: after all, 
European traders depend on Russian energy. 


From Moscow's point of view, that's a minor issue. A number of Russian banks are already 
connected to China's CIPS system. For instance, if someone wants to buy Russian oil and gas 
with CIPS, payment must be in the Chinese yuan currency. CIPS is independent of SWIFT. 


Additionally, Moscow already linked its SPFS payment system not only to China but also to 
India and member nations of the Eurasia Economic Union (EAEU). SPFS already links to 
approximately 400 banks. 


With more Russian companies using SPFS and CIPS, even before they merge, and other 
maneuvers to bypass SWIFT, such as barter trade — largely used by sanctioned Iran — and 
agent banks, Russia could make up for at least 50 percent in trade losses. 


The key fact is that the flight from the US-dominated western financial system is now 
irreversible across Eurasia — and that will proceed in tandem with the internationalization of 
the yuan. 


Russia has its own bag of tricks 


Meanwhile, we're not even talking yet about Russian retaliation for these sanctions. Former 
President Dmitry Medvedev already gave a hint: everything, from exiting all nuclear arms deals 
with the US to freezing the assets of western companies in Russia, is on the table. 


So what does the "Empire of Lies" want? (Putin terminology, on Monday's meeting in Moscow 
to discuss the response to sanctions.) 


In an essay published this morning, deliciously titled America Defeats Germany for the 
Third Time in a Century: the MIC, OGAM and FIRE conquer NATO, Michael Hudson 
makes a series of crucial points, starting with how "NATO has become Europe's foreign policy- 
making body, even to the point of dominating domestic economic interests.” 





He outlines the three oligarchies in control of US foreign policy: 


First is the military-industrial complex, which Ray McGovern memorably coined as MICIMATT 
(military industrial Congressional intelligence media academia think tank). 


Hudson defines their economy base as “monopoly rent, obtained above all from its arms sales 
to NATO, to West Asian oil exporters and to other countries with a balance-of-payments 
surplus.” 


Second is the oil and gas sector, joined by mining (OGAM). Their aim is “to maximize the price 
of energy and raw materials so as to maximize natural resource rent. Monopolizing the Dollar 
Area's oil market and isolating it from Russian oil and gas has been a major US priority for 


over а year now, as the Nord Stream 2 pipeline from Russia to Germany threatened to link the 
western European and Russian economies together." 


Third is the "symbiotic" Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE) sector, which Hudson 
defines as “the counterpart to Europe's old post-feudal landed aristocracy living by land rents." 


As he describes these three rentier sectors that completely dominate post-industrial finance 
capitalism at the heart of the western system, Hudson notes how “Wall Street always has been 
closely merged with the oil and gas industry (namely, the Citigroup and Chase Manhattan 
banking conglomerates)." 


Hudson shows how “the most pressing US strategic aim of NATO confrontation with Russia is 
soaring oil and gas prices. In addition to creating profits and stock market gains for US 
companies, higher energy prices will take much of the steam out of the German economy." 


He warns how food prices will rise *headed by wheat." (Russia and Ukraine account for 25 
percent of world wheat exports.) From a Global South perspective, that's a disaster: "This will 
squeeze many West Asian and Global South food-deficient countries, worsening their balance 
of payments and threatening foreign debt defaults." 


As for blocking Russian raw materials exports, "this threatens to cause breaks in supply chains 
for key materials, including cobalt, palladium, nickel, aluminum." 


And that leads us, once again, to the heart of the matter: "The long-term dream of the US new 
Cold Warriors is to break up Russia, or at least to restore its managerial kleptocracy seeking to 
cash in their privatizations in western stock markets." 


That's not going to happen. Hudson clearly sees how *the most enormous unintended 
consequence of US foreign policy has been to drive Russia and China together, along with Iran, 
Central Asia and countries along the Belt and Road initiative." 


Let's confiscate some technology 


Now compare all of the above with the perspective of a central European business tycoon with 
vast interests, east and west, and who treasures his discretion. 


In an email exchange, the business tycoon posed serious questions about the Russian Central 
Bank support for its national currency, the ruble, *which according to US planning is being 
destroyed by the west through sanctions and currency wolf packs who are exposing themselves 
by selling rubles short. There is really almost no amount of money that can beat the dollar 
manipulators against the ruble. A 20 percent interest rate will kill the Russian economy 
unnecessarily.” 


The businessman argues that the chief effect of the rate hike “would be to support imports that 
should not be imported. The fall of the ruble is thus favorable to Russia in terms of self- 
sufficiency. As import prices rise, these goods should start to be produced domestically. I would 
just let the ruble fall to find its own level which will for a while be lower than natural forces 


would permit as the US will be driving И lower through sanctions and short selling 
manipulation in this form of economic war against Russia." 


But that seems to tell only part of the story. Arguably, the lethal weapon in Russia's arsenal of 
responses has been identified by the head of the Center for Economic Research of the Institute 
of Globalization and Social Movements (IGSO), Vasily Koltashov: the key is to confiscate 
technology — as in Russia ceasing to recognize US rights to patents. 


In what he qualifies as "liberating American intellectual property," Koltashov calls for passing a 
Russian law on "friendly and unfriendly states. If a country turns out to be on the unfriendly 
list, then we can start copying its technologies in pharmaceuticals, industry, manufacturing, 
electronics, medicine. It can be anything — from simple details to chemical compositions." This 
would require amendments to the Russian constitution. 


Koltashov maintains that “one of the foundations of success of American industry was copying 
of foreign patents for inventions.” Now, Russia could use “China’s extensive know-how with its 
latest technological production processes for copying western products: the release of American 
intellectual property will cause damage to the United States to the amount of $10 trillion, only 
in the first stage. It will be a disaster for them.” 


As it stands, the strategic stupidity of the EU beggars belief. China is ready to grab all Russian 
natural resources — with Europe left as a pitiful hostage of the oceans and of wild speculators. 
It looks like a total EU-Russia split is ahead — with little trade left and zero diplomacy. 


Now listen to the sound of champagne popping all across the MICIMATT. 


Dollar’s share of China-Russia trade settlements 
(In percent) 


100 





80 
60 
40 
20 

0 


2015 '16 47 18 IF '20* 


*As of Q1 


Source: Russia s Central Bank and Federal Customs Service, Izvestia 


The Haunting 


By thezman 


Zman Blog масһт, 2022 


General Hastings Ismay famously said that the point of NATO was “to keep the Russians 
out, the Americans in, and the Germans down." Since the 1950's this has been the 
commonly accepted view of the alliance. After the war this made perfect sense as the 
Western nations faced off with the Soviets. There was also the well-understood fear of 
German nationalism. Britain and America had just gone through a terrible war in order to 
defeat the Nazis. 


This sentiment carried on through the Cold War, even though it should have become 
obvious that German nationalism was no longer a real fear. The generation that fought 
the Cold War, however, was haunted by the past. NATO was just one example of an 
institution that evolved around the fear of nationalism in general, but that special 
nationalism in particular. The added threat of communism, which was often described in 
the same terms as fascism, only added to the fear. 


This fear was obvious after the collapse the Soviet Union. The reunification of Germany 
was the central concern, as Europe reorganized. Margaret Thatcher was opposed to 
German reunification on the grounds that she was still not sure the Germans had been 
cured of their desire to conquer the world. The Russians, of course, had other reasons, in 
addition to her ancient fear of German nationalism. The post-Cold War period would also 
be haunted by those old fears. 


This specter continues to haunt the minds of American foreign policy elites, who have 
transferred old fears of German nationalism onto Russia. NATO probably should have 
been dissolved or replaced after the Cold War. As a practical matter, it existed to check 
the Warsaw Pact, which no longer exists. Russia was flat on her back after the collapse 
of communism and the rest of Europe was rushing to embrace liberal democracy and 
American consumerist economics. 


Most important, it was obvious to anyone engaged with reality that Germany was long 
past nationalism, especially that special form of nationalism. In fact, fascism in general 
existed only in the fevered minds of oddballs out on the fringes and the professional 
antifascist on the Left. As a political force, political fascism was less relevant than 
monarchism in Europe. The only role left for NATO was to keep America engaged in 
Europe, which could be done economically. 


Of course, those old fears have proven to be far more important than observable reality 
among American elites. Since the 1990's it has been a relentless drive to expand NATO 
to the edge of the Russian frontier. First it was the old members of the Warsaw Pact then 


it was Balkan nations. Then it was the scheme to add the former Soviet republic of 
Georgia, a nation thousands of miles from the Atlantic. Then, of course, it was the 
scheme to add Ukraine to NATO. 


It is assumed that the sole reason to keep adding nations to NATO is to contain the 
Russians, but that old fear of German nationalism is still there. Germany is now the 
dominant economy of Europe and the leader of the European Union. It is the German 
relationship with both Russia and Ukraine that is at the heart of the current crisis that had 
led to war in Europe. Germany has been developing stronger ties to Russia, especially 
economic ties, and Washington hates it. 


This is why Washington has refused to even consider peaceful solutions to the crisis in 
Ukraine over the last ten years. Those disputed eastern provinces have been racked by а 
civil war for close to a decade. Estimates vary, but the consensus is that twenty thousand 
people have died there since 2014. The Ukrainian government has been supplying those 
militias with weapons, which come from the United States through the Ukrainian military 
or various NGO's. 


Obviously, one driver in all of this is corruption. War is good for the war business, so the 
usual suspects have been happy to provoke all sides in this conflict. Zelensky has been 
for sale since day one, so he has been easy to manipulate. The greater issue has been 
the number of important Americans on the payroll of the Ukrainians. Hunter Biden is just 
one example. Many others have been taking bribes from Ukrainian interests seeking to 
profit from the turmoil. 


None of this would be possible, however, if Washington were not haunted by the shadow 
of long gone figures. The old joke was that the foreign policy establishment wakes up 
most nights to the sound of hoofbeats. While certainly true in many cases, it is also true 
that they live in the shadow of antifascism, which has become something of a cult among 
the American ruling class. Who they are now is defined by the fear of and opposition to 
that long gone political movement. 


This strikes the practical minded as implausible, but people are not willing to sacrifice for 
practical things. That should be obvious now. The Russians are risking economic 
isolation in order to restore their pride and sense of identity. This war will cost them 
economically, but it will all be worth it to feel that ancient pride again. The Ukrainian 
soldiers who know they are fighting a hopeless battle, will fight to the end because there 
are things more important than stuff. 


The crisis in Europe that promises to plunge the world into depression, revolt and 
possibly nuclear war is not about stuff. It is about that old specter that should have been 
consigned to the history books long ago. It is the apparition of fascism that has driven 
Western elites to the brink of madness. Their desire to free themselves of this haunting is 
driving them to try and reorganize the world in opposition to it. Instead, they are driving 
the world to organize against the madness of the West. 


India shouldn't miss world war pointer 


M. K. BHADRAKUMAR Indian Punchline February 27, 2022 
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Prime Minister Narendra Modi (L) and Russian President Vladimir Putin had a phone conversation on 
February 24, 2022 

The transition of India's foreign-policy mindset during the post-cold war period from an 
international outlook to a national one, and then its colossal drop to a 'mofussil thinking, 
is a tragic phenomenon. One outcome of it has been the tendency to reduce foreign 
policy to a single theme — India's relations with the United States — which began after 
the Narasimha Rao government. 


Narasimha Rao was India's last prime minister with an erudite mind on international 
affairs who of course benefited from the pedagogy of Jawaharlal Nehru, who had every 
reason to have a world outlook while navigating the Congress through a complex period 
between two world wars when the country was locked in a struggle for freedom with a 
superpower — Imperial Britain — with an empire over which the sun never set. 


That's how Nehru got intimately associated with the Bolshevik Revolution intellectually, 
emotionally, personally to distil out of it great morals and signposts for an independent 
India. 


All that is history. Since Rao, there has been a steady decline as the Indian ruling elite got 
entrapped in the ‘unipolar predicament,’ thanks to indoctrination by the lobbyists of 
America, and the fatalistic narrative took hold that we are destined to live in a New 
American Century. 


Even after 1999 and the tragic vivisection of Yugoslavia, including the NATO's barbaric 
78-day bombing of the capital city Belgrade without a mandate from the UN, it did not 
occur to our ruling elite that a blood-dimmed tide had been loosed in the world order and 
a rough beast, its hour come round at last / Slouches towards Bethlehem to be born' — 
to borrow the chilling lines from the poem Second Coming by Irish poet WB Yeats. 


That beast, with the shape of a lion's body and ‘a gaze blank and pitiless as the зип’ has 
since moved from devouring the carcass of Yugoslavia into Afghanistan, Iraq, Georgia, 
Libya, Syria, Somalia, et al, and arrived in Ukraine in 2014. 


It eyes the vast luscious Eurasian landmass eastward where there are many multiethnic, 
plural societies like Yugoslavia, big and small, with internal contradictions that make them 
vulnerable to dismemberment. 


Yet, the Indian elite is in stony sleep — not only the ruling elite but also the opposition 
parties — Congress and the communist parties, in particular, who are credited with 
having some educated, well-informed minds at the leadership level. They think what is 
unfolding in Eurasia is a Russia-Ukraine issue! 





Thus, Prime Minister Narendra Modi makes a phone call to Viadimir Putin on Thursday. 

Logically, he should have followed up with a phone call to Joe Biden, instead of leaving 

Ukraine issue to External Affairs Minister S. Jaishankar to sort out with his friend Antony 
Blinken. 


Indeed, Blinken and a string of western diplomats promptly got in touch with Jaishankar, 
emboldened by the wrong signal that Modi's call conveyed. Even Ukraine's foreign 
minister called Jaishankar! 


And then came the fateful emergency meeting of the UN Security Council on Friday, 
where India all but implied that it saw developments as a 'Russia-Ukraine' matrix — 
plainly put, an issue of national sovereignty and territorial integrity, war and peace. 


Inspired by this trend, Modi got a phone call from Ukraine's president Volodymyr 
Zelensky. It doesn't need much ingenuity to figure out that Zelensky (who reportedly fled 
Kiev with his family), acted on the belief that India's stance is up for bargaining. 


Now, it is an open secret that the ex-comedian with no political experience whom fate 
catapulted to power in Ukraine in 2019 (thanks to an oligarch who saw potential to 
manipulate him), is actually a mere cats-paw of western intelligence. 


Thus, Washington has decided to work on Delhi, sensing that an opportunity is at hand to 
confuse the Indian leadership with the American narrative — Russia has violated 
Ukraine's sovereignty, must end its military operations and withdraw, blah blah. 


Russia is not at war with Ukraine, but is locked in an existential struggle to avoid the fate 
of Yugoslavia. Period. The spectre that is haunting Putin is NATO membership for 
Ukraine, which the Americans have been orchestrating. 


Following the CIA-sponsored coup in Ukraine т 2014, an anti-Russian power calculus 
emerged in Ukraine. The US' point man for Ukraine in the Obama Administration was 
none other than Biden himself. He made countless trips to Kiev during 2014-2016 to fine 
tune that transition. 


There is a scandal still brewing in US politics that Biden used his influence to secure 
some highly lucrative business in Ukraine for his son. At any rate, there is also personal 
element here for Biden — one may say, he is a 'stakeholder' of sorts. 


Ukraine suffers from rampant corruption. Simply put, someone should have properly 
advised the PM that he should not enter a turf that angels fear to tread. 


The core issue today is not 'Russian invasion'. Putin has spelt out unambiguously that 
Russia does not intend to occupy Ukraine and that its objective is two-fold: 
‘demilitarisation’ and 'denazification' of Ukraine. 


The first one means dismantling the military infrastructure that NATO has installed on 
Ukrainian soil right on Russia's doorstep. Ukraine's defence apparatus, including its 
command centres, are already hooked to the NATO system. 


Putin has repeatedly warned that if the US instals missiles in Ukraine, Moscow would be 
within 5 minutes’ striking distance. It is ‘like a knife at our throat,’ he said on Thursday. 


As for 'denazification, the US and European intelligence agencies are using hardcore 
nationalist forces in Ukraine with Neo-Nazi leanings whose parentage goes back to the 
second World War when their forefathers acted as collaborators of Hitler during the Nazi 
invasion of the Soviet Union. 


They have a score to settle with all Russians, as after the defeat of Nazi Germany, Josef 
Stalin had severely punished them for sedition. Unsurprisingly, these forces have been 
integrated as the vanguard of NATO's offensive toward Russia. The German spy chief 
personally visited Kiev to give final touch for the upcoming confrontation and had to be 
evacuated in a special operation from Berlin! 








Under no circumstances will Russia give up until the twin objectives are realised — 
dismantling the offensive weapon systems installed by NATO in Ukraine and, secondly, 
scattering the Neo-Nazi forces that act as the US' cats-paw. 


Zelensky himself is a mere frontman. He is deeply unpopular, has no political base, and is 
rumoured to be a drug addict and unstable personality. He doesn't make a worthy 
interlocutor for Modi to discuss war and peace. 


Frankly, India has no role to play. This is a Showdown between the US and NATO on one 
hand and Russia on the other. That said, the outcome of this titanic struggle in Central 
Europe will remould the world order and affect India profoundly. 


Russia's defeat can only lead to its dismemberment like Yugoslavia, and ensuing US 
hegemony. Therefore, Russia will throw everything into this struggle. It won't even 
hesitate to use its thermonuclear capability to defend itself, if need arises. 


The US is setting a 'bear trap' for Russia using the neo-Nazi forces. It calculates that if 
the Russian forces get bogged down, the door opens for a NATO intervention — 175000 
NATO troops are positioned already on Russia's borders with massive firepower and air 
and naval formations surrounding Russia from all sides. 


A NATO intervention will be tantamount to US-Russia war — that is, a world war with 
nuclear weapons. On Thursday, Putin explicitly warned Biden to back off. But Biden has 
since indicated that the NATO will continue to pump weapons into Ukraine. 


He disclosed yesterday that $250 million worth arms and ammunitions, night googles, etc. 
(for waging partisan war by the neo-Nazi forces) are on their way to Ukraine. Biden has 
thrown down the gauntlet to Putin. 


From this point, things can take most dangerous turns unless Biden allows the dialogue 
between Moscow and Kiev to proceed, as per an offer from Putin. Biden seems, however, 
inclined to undermine dialogue, while preaching it. 


Zelensky who first accepted Putin's offer for a meeting has since retracted at America's 
behest and the Russian offensive is resuming. 


India's foreign policy establishment is not lacking capacity to anticipate developments 
instead of sleepwalking into them. What seems absent here is a political leadership with 
commitment to view developments solely through the prism of India. 


There is critical need to protect our country from fallouts and preserve core interests, 
especially relations with Russia, given India's huge stakes in a multipolar world order. 
Alas, our PR's impromptu UN remarks Friday came as big disappointment. India croaked 
like a frog in the well. 


Read up the profound Chinese statement at the UN Security Council to draw inspiration. 
China's stakes in the outcome are no less than India's. 


Jewish Subtexts in Ukraine andrew Joyce, ph. 


The Occidental Observer march 1 2022 


“If | put on glasses and look at myself like the whole rest of the world, | see myself as a 
monster, as a puppet master, as the master of Zelensky, someone making apocalyptic 
plans. | can start making this real." 

Ihor Kolomoisky, New York Times, November 2019. 


In 2015, a fascinating study in Japan found that not only will rats "desert a sinking ship" in 
accordance with the ubiquitous maxim, but also engage in highly altruistic behavior 
toward trapped rats to help them escape. They assist one another and flee as a group. 
The study came to mind when | read a piece published by the Moscow Times on 
February 14, describing the simultaneous departure of "at least 20 chartered flights ... 
from Kyiv on Sunday, more than at any other time in the last six years of flight 
observations." The private jets carried the majority of Ukraine's oligarchs, who were 
evidently privy to concrete indications of impending war at a time when a full-scale 
Russian invasion was mooted but far from being a matter of fact. The sole exception 
seems to be Petro Poroshenko, who has appeared in the streets of the capital clutching a 
rifle. Since their departure, the fleeing oligarchs have vanished from media discussions of 
what is happening in Ukraine. This is a curious fact given that the very meaning of the 
term oligarchy implies that these billionaires were extremely influential in the political 
direction adopted by their country until very recently. Years of speculation on the political 
influence and intentions of these oligarchs have now suddenly been replaced with 
simplistic, dueling visions that border on the nonsensical: one of an innocent democratic 
Ukraine fighting against Russian imperialism/quasi-Fascism; and the other of a Russian 
"special military operation" designed to "denazify" Ukraine. In the following essay | don't 
want to critique or debunk either of these obviously flawed perspectives, but instead to 
return some of the focus to the oligarchs, and to two Jewish oligarchs in particular: Ihor 
Kolomoyskyi and Victor Pinchuk. 


De-Nazifying Ukraine? 


"We will strive for the demilitarization and de-Nazification of Ukraine, as well as bringing 
to justice those who committed numerous bloody crimes against civilians." Thus said 
Putin in what amounts to his declaration of war on Ukraine on February 24. This line, 
perhaps more than any other in his long, historically-weighted address, has absorbed 
considerable media attention. The majority of this attention has been devoted to smug 
portrayals of Putin as deranged or hypocritical. How can Ukraine be a 'Nazi' country, goes 
the logic, when it has a Jewish President in Zelenskyy? To the historiographically literate, 
it's obvious that, to Putin and many Russians that share his thinking, the Jewishness of 
this or that politician or oligarch is irrelevant to the alleged 'Nazi' threat facing Russia. Our 
western-centric background dictates that we view National Socialism and World War 1! 
primarily as an action against Jews, and therefore the rhetorical positioning of Nazism 
and Judaism has a singular, jarring effect. Those media commentators smugly pointing to 
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the Jewishness of Zelenskyy are operating within this paradigm. In the Soviet Union, 
however, World War ll/Fascism was more prominently interpreted as a reactionary 
capitalist, imperialist, anti-Slavic or anti-Russian affair. Although the slow creep of 
Holocaust memorials and associated education programs has now reached deep into 
Easter Europe, World War II is still primarily remembered for its masses of Slavic, not 
Jewish, dead. The racial element of National Socialist ideology was acknowledged in 
early ‘Holocaust’ historiography in the East, but wasn't foregrounded (even in East 
Germany) in the way we have become totally absorbed by in the West. When Putin 
therefore claims he is seeking the de-Nazification of Ukraine, he is speaking, with perfect 
logic, less of political parties with broad racialist or anti-Jewish ideologies than of a more 
specific imperialist, militaristic, and anti-Russian movement, and specifically to an incident 
during the Maidan riots in 2014 when Ukrainian nationalists burned down a building in 
Odessa, killing 31 Russians who opposed the uprising; this incident was featured in 
Putin's post-invasion speech, where he vowed to bring the perpetrators to justice. But 
there can be no doubt that Putin's main targets are the NATO-leaning, and Western- 
orientated politicians and those who have supported or ignored violence against Russian- 
speaking separatists since 2014. 


Legitimate or not, Putin's condemnation of Ukrainian nationalism has unfortunately kicked 
off the familiar game of "You're the Real Fascists’ in the West. As if we didn't have enough 
of "Antifa are the real Fascists” shenanigans muddying our social discourse, in recent 
days the Western liberal media has engaged in the production of massive numbers of 
articles reassuring nervous latte liberals that their support Ukraine is perfectly compatible 
with their woke political sensibilities. In some instances, this has led to some hilarious and 
extravagant U-turns, most notably in Facebook suddenly reversing its long-held ban on 
expressing support for Ukraine's Azov Battalion, a military unit known for its adoption of 
certain Far Right and National Socialist symbols. The logic, as expressed in The 
Guardian by the Jewish self-styled expert on Fascism Jason Stanley (see my previous 
discussion of his work), is that Putin can be identified as the 'real Nazi because he 
denies the primacy of Jewish suffering. Stanley: 


The Russian leader's pretext for invasion recasts Ukraine's Jewish president as a 
Nazi and Russian Christians as true victims of the Holocaust. ... The dominant 
version of antisemitism alive in parts of eastern Europe today is that Jews employ 
the Holocaust to seize the victimhood narrative from the "real" victims of the Nazis, 
who are Russian Christians (or other non-Jewish eastern Europeans). Those who 
embrace Russian Christian nationalist ideology will be especially susceptible to this 
strain of antisemitism. With this background, we can understand why Putin chose 
the actions he did, as well as the words he used to justify them. Ukraine has always 
been the primary target of those who seek to restore "Soviet power in fascist form". 
Echoing familiar fascist antisemitic tropes, in a 2021 article, former Russian 
president Dmitry Medvedev denounced Zelenskiy as disgusting, corrupt and 
faithless. The free democratic election of a Jewish president confirms in the fascist 
mind that the fascist bogeyman of liberal democracy as a tool for global Jewish 
domination is real. By claiming that the aim of the invasion is to "denazify" Ukraine, 
Putin appeals to the myths of contemporary eastern European antisemitism—that a 
global cabal of Jews were (and are) the real agents of violence against Russian 
Christians and the real victims of the Nazis were not the Jews, but rather this group. 
Russian Christians are targets of a conspiracy by a global elite, who, using the 
vocabulary of liberal democracy and human rights, attack the Christian faith and the 
Russian nation. 


All of which is to say that Prof. Stanley could do with stepping outside and taking some 
deep, slow breaths of fresh air. 


[пог Kolomoyskyi 


If Putin was in fact looking for a mega-rich, influential cabal-operating Ukrainian Jew guilty 
of perpetrating violence against Russians, he wouldn't have to look much further than Ihor 
Kolomoyskyi. It didn't surprise me when read a couple of days ago that the Investigative 
Committee of the Russian Federation (Russia's FBI) has initiated more than 400 criminal 
cases targeting Ukrainian officials, military servicemen, and volunteer fighters, and that 
Kolomoyskyi was on the list. 








Ihor Kolomoys kyi 


Russia has been trying to get it hands on Kolomoyskyi since 2014. Kolomoyskyi, who 
owns Ukraine's biggest bank, plus airlines, huge stakes of Ukrainian media, and other 
companies, was accused in July 2014 of founding and funding Dnipro-1 Special Tasks 
Patrol Police Battalion. The unit was held responsible by Amnesty International in 
December of the same year for blocking food aid, and attempting to starve the Russian- 
speaking populations of the separatist "republics" of Donetsk and Luhansk. Operating 
under the mask of Ukrainian patriotism, Kolomoyskyi, who offered bounties of thousands 
of dollars for Russian separatists, was in fact trying to stem the separatist movement so 
that it wouldn't expand to the heartland of his business interests, his home city of 
Dnipropetrovsk. Together with fellow Jew Hennadiy Korban, who was later investigated 
for embezzlement and exiled to Israel, the pair "not only made political capital by saving 
[Dnipropetrovsk] from war, but used this emergence of Dnipropetrovsk as a 'pro- 
Ukrainian' city to protect [Kolomoyskyi's] business interests." 





Kolomoyskyi's Ukrainian "patriotism" and anti-Russian attitudes had already been 
significantly inflamed by the 2014 seizure of his assets in Crimea by the new Russian 
authorities. In 2016, RT reported that the authorities would sell the assets in order to 
compensate residents of Crimea who had been exploited by Kolomoyskyi's PrivatBank: 


Twenty businesses formerly owned by Ukrainian oligarch Igor Kolomoisky will be 
sold by the Crimean authorities. The region's govemment is seeking to compensate 
people who lost money in Ukrainian banks, mostly Kolomoisky's PrivatBank. 
Crimea's Deputy Speaker Konstantin Bakharev says the oligarch's assets will be 
sold by year-end for 2 billion rubles (about $30 million). "The money will be 
transferred to the depositor protection fund for compensation payments to residents 
of the Crimea, whose deposits in the Ukrainian banks exceeded 700,000 rubles 
($10,500)," he said. 


When then-President Petro Poroshenko nationalized Kolomoyskyi's PrivatBank (which 
was also operated by fellow Jew Gennadiy (Zvi Hirsch) Bogolyubov) in 2016, 
Kolomoyskyi threw his influence behind fellow Jew and popular actor Volodymyr 
Zelenskyy, now a hero and darling of the Westem media. Zelenskyy's campaign, 
strangely enough, began with his appearance on Kolomoyskyi's media channel as the 
star of the television series Servant of the People, where he played the role of the 
president of Ukraine. In the series, Zelenskyy's character was a high-school history 
teacher in his 30s who won the presidential election after a viral video showed him ranting 
against govemment corruption in Ukraine. In retrospect, the show was a masterwork of 
social engineering and life imitating art. Reuters later reported: 


One of Ukraine's most popular TV channels 1+1, owned by oligarch Ihor 
Kolomoisky, has given Zelenskiy a powerful platform in recent months during his 
meteoric rise to the brink of the presidency. On Saturday, a day before Zelenskiy 
won the first round of the presidential contest and set up a run-off with the 
incumbent Petro Poroshenko, 1+1 filled its schedule with back-to-back shows by 
the comedian and actor. 


There was initially some unease that the whole thing might be too obvious. "There are 
legitimate reasons to worry about the future of Ukrainian Jewry," said Vladislav Davidzon, 
the editor-in-chief of the magazine Odessa Review. "Having a Jewish president, who is 
also backed by a picaresque Jewish oligarch might cause any failings to be directed at 
the Jewish community." He needn't have worried. Zelenskyy sky-rocketed to prominence, 
and one of his earliest measures was to nominate fellow Jew Volodymyr Groysman as 
Prime Minister and target Poroshenko, setting in motion a sequence of events that would 
result in the reversal of the nationalization of PrivatBank and the return of the bank to 
Kolomoyskyi. Although posturing as an anti-corruption populist, Zelenskyy's links to 
Kolomoyskyi have continued to dog him, and in October 2021 it was revealed via the 
Pandora Papers that Zelenskyy, who constantly denied that he was a “puppet” of the 
Jewish oligarch, and his associates had received $40 million into offshore accounts from 
funds linked to Kolomoyskyi. 





Kolomoyskyi and his creation 


Most of this money has been bled from the Ukrainian people. Kolomoyskyi, who acted as 
President of the United Jewish Community of Ukraine, generously shared his wealth with 
Jews worldwide, and founded the European Jewish Union with Vadim Rabinovich, has 
been investigated for years by both the ЕВ! and America's Justice Department, in 
particular for pursuing a “vast scheme to steal millions of dollars from Ukraine's largest 
bank and move the money into the U.S. to buy steel mills and skyscrapers.” In a special 
investigation, the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reported last week that Kolomoyskyi's efforts to 
launder stolen Ukrainian money in the United States, via his Jewish associates in South 
Florida Mordechai "Motti" Korf and Uriel Laber, left a wake of economic devastation: 





One of the richest men in Ukraine, the 59-year-old oligarch is accused of setting up 
shell companies, cleaning the money through U.S. properties and ultimately leaving 
a trail of boarded-up buildings, failed steel facilities, and millions in unpaid property 
taxes, court records show. While money was transferred into the country for one of 
the oligarch's companies, his operators shut down Warren Steel in Ohio in 2016, 
owing millions in property taxes, utility bills and supplies. For weeks, workers were 
left without medical coverage because the insurance premium wasn't paid, records 
and interviews show. "A lot of people left here very angry," said Nancy Waselich, a 
former IT manager for the factory. "People bled for this place." Though no one so 
far has been criminally charged, prosecutors have filed legal actions to seize 
properties that they allege were bought with money stolen from the Ukraine bank, 
where Mr. Kolomoisky was a major shareholder. 


Fedin Shandor, a professor at Uzhgorod University and adviser to the government on 
tourist development, has described Kolomoyskyi as “а leech who sucks our blood here 
and puts it in Switzerland." This "leech" has also made a game for years of poking 
Vladimir Putin, stating publicly in 2014 that Putin was “а schizophrenic shorty. He is 
completely inadequate. He has completely lost his mind. His messianic drive to recreate 
the Russian empire of 1913 or the USSR of 1991 could plunge the world into 
catastrophe." 


Victor Pinchuk 


Less outwardly ebullient than Kolomoyskyi is Victor Pinchuk, founder of both the pro- 
NATO Victor Pinchuk Foundation and the pro-EU Yalta European Strategy (the lobby 
group behind all those prominent polls showing massive Ukrainian support for NATO 
membership and a general tilt to the West). Pinchuk has been highly influential in driving 
Ukraine in a pro-NATO direction, including his funding of a free concert in 2008 headlined 
by Paul McCartney that was "shown on giant screens in five cities across the country" 
and designed to soothe growing splits between West and East Ukraine over Ukraine's 
application that year to begin a NATO Membership Action Plan (MAP). Pinchuk's vision of 
Ukraine is less explicitly orientated for the protection of business interests, and more 
towards tuming Ukraine into a clone of Western liberal democracies. As well as funding 
Steven Spielberg to produce a feature-length Ukrainian Holocaust film, Pinchuk describes 
himself as active in "human rights projects with George Soros." In 2015, Pinchuk began 
the drive to further liberalize attitudes to homosexuals, and integrate Ukraine into 
"GloboHomo," by inviting Elton John to speak at Yalta European Strategy. The speech 
was in many respects a typical example of neoliberal propaganda. John remarked: 


What has [homosexuality] to do with a conference about the future of politics, 
security and the economy of the Ukraine? Because critical moments also exist in 
the lives of societies and nations. The choice of freedom over repression; 
democracy over totalitarianism; acceptance over hatred. Today there are more 
critical choices. ... | suggest to you that your stance on human rights will also be a 
defining characteristic of the new Ukraine, and that there is no clearer touchstone 
on the issue of human rights than the respect and dignity afforded your LGBT 
citizens. ... Being tolerant and inclusive is not only the morally right thing to do, for 
the new Ukraine; it is the smart thing to do. Basic fairness is an investment in 
human capital, and human capital is what drives business. ... | suggest to you that 
accepting people regardless of age, race, gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation 
is today the measure of an open, tolerant, and democratic society. | ask you to 
begin this dialogue. ... The people in this room are among the most powerful in the 
Ukraine, and in some cases the most powerful anywhere in the world. You have the 
power to help bring about this new era. 





Russia sanctioned Pinchuk in 2018, as part of a broader approach to anti-Russian figures 
in Ukraine. Especially noteworthy is Pinchuk's involvement with the Atlantic Council. A 
report in The Intercept points out that 


The Atlantic Council has also launched "UkraineAlert" which publishes daily pieces 
on deterring Russia. A recent article, "Survey: Western public backs stronger 
support for Ukraine against Russia," notes the survey in question was 
commissioned by the Victor Pinchuk Foundation and Yalta European Strategy, 
which Pinchuk founded; however, the article does not mention that the foundation is 
a large contributor to the Atlantic Council, donating $250,000—499,000 a year, or 
that Pinchuk himself — the second wealthiest man in Ukraine — sits on the 
international advisory board of the Atlantic Council. 








Victor Pinchuk receives an award from Rabbi Yaakov Dov Bleich 


De-Oligarchisation 


In a 2017 article, EuroMaidanPress made it clear that "The most important goal for 
oligarchs is money and not Ukraine's national interests. ... The sooner Ukraine pursues a 
long overdue policy of de-oligarchisation the better — although this will be impossible as 
long as Ukraine is led by an oligarch." It's clear that at least two of the oligarchs sucking 
on the blood of Ukraine have led them on a collision course with Putin's Russia. 


All of this, of course, is not to say that Putin's Russia is much, or any, better. | still find it 
stunning that, when informed of Kolomoyskyi's comment that he was a "schizophrenic 
shorty," Putin didn't reply that he was a crook for stealing from Ukrainians, Crimeans, or 
Russians, but that he was a crook who had “scammed Russian [Jewish] oligarch Roman 
Abramovich for billions of dollars." In other words, much of what we are seeing here is not 
just grand geopolitics and clashing nationalisms, but a subtext of oligarchic feuds. In 
many respects, what we are seeing play out is a kind of perverse morbid rehash of the 
Middle Ages, when one king, funded and supported by "his Jews," would wage war on 
another funded by his own group of Jews. The end result is normally richer Jews and a lot 
of European dead. 


Its increasingly clear that Putin's Jewish oligarchs are unhappy with having to bear the 
brunt of Western sanctions. The Times of Israel reported that two of the three Russian 
oligarchs sanctioned by ће UK on February 22 were Jewish (and related) — Igor and 
Boris Rotenberg. Boris Rotenberg is co-owner of SGM Group, Russia's largest 
construction and infrastructure company. Igor Rotenberg dominates in drilling, 
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infrastructure and real estate. The intemational Jewish community is also becoming 
increasingly active in trying to protect sanctioned oligarchs on both sides — primarily 
because oligarchs are often extremely generous to Jews, in effect facilitating the transfer 
of large volumes of money (often illegal and laundered) from gentiles to Jews. Anything 
that weakens the oligarchs will, in the longer term, weaken the Jews as a whole. A report 
in Haaretz on February 27 comments: 


Several billionaire Jewish philanthropists are the focus of concerned attention from 
Israeli and Jewish organizations who have benefited from their largesse. Topping 
that list is Roman Abramovich, the dual Russian-Israeli citizen who made a fortune 
through the privatization of Russia's oil companies and is now reportedly the 
second-wealthiest man in Israel. Representatives of several Israeli organizations 
and institutions, including the Yad Vashem Holocaust memorial and museum in 
Jerusalem, Sheba Medical Center in Tel Hashomer and Tel Aviv University, sent a 
letter asking U.S. Ambassador to Israel Tom Nides to refrain from sanctioning 
Abramovich for "his contribution to the Jewish people." The letter earlier this month 
reportedly included the signature of Israel's Ashkenazi chief rabbi, David Lau, 
asserting that sanctioning Abramovich — who, in addition to his philanthropic 
donations, has business investments in Israel — would harm Jewish causes. 


The United States, for its part, hasn't been moved by these appeals, and in fact "sent 
Israel messages warning Jerusalem to make sure that Russian oligarchs sanctioned by 
the intemational community can't hide their money in Israeli banks." The article continues: 


Another group of Russian billionaires — some of whom hold Israeli citizenship — 
who donate generously to Jewish and Israeli causes have already been hit by 
sanctions put in place against Russian banks. Mikhail Fridman, a co-founder and 
trustee of the Genesis Philanthropy Group and the Russian Jewish Congress, is the 
co-founder of Alfa Bank, which is the largest private bank in Russia, and he 
continues to sit on its board. Forbes listed him as the 11th richest man in Russia in 
2020. ... The Genesis Philanthropy Group gives to a long list of causes in Israel 
and across the Jewish world, including Yad Vashem, the Birthright- Taglit 
organization that provides free, 10-day trips to Israel for Diaspora Jews, Hillel 
international and Friends of the IDF. 


Conclusion 


Can Putin be reined in by 'his' Jewish oligarchs if they start to feel a financial pinch? This 
remains to be seen, but early indications are that they certainly don't fear him. Haaretz 
reported on February 28 that "Jewish billionaires Mikhail Fridman and Oleg Deripaska 
have become the first Russian oligarchs to publicly express unhappiness with President 
Vladimir Putin's invasion of Ukraine." | think this is extremely telling. 


Eight years ago | wrote an essay on “Nationalists, Jews, and the Ukrainian Crisis," during 
which | expressed some sympathy with historically-rooted Ukrainian nationalism but also 
accepted that the origins of the nation are contested and extremely complex. | think it is 
difficult, if not impossible, for “Westerners” to form valid opinions on the moral merits of 





each cause, since both (Ukrainian nationalist and Russian separatist) bear some validity 
— this is the harsh reality of multiethnic states where the population is divided on self- 
assertion and self-determination. Such a situation is only made all the more complex by 
the presence of yet another ethnic group that is extremely influential and may seek its 
own interests to the detriment of the peace and well-being of others. As such, while the 
Jews discussed here may not have “caused” or “orchestrated” the war in Ukraine, they 
clearly form an important, but completely ignored, subtext to it. l'm therefore neither in the 
pro-Ukraine or pro-Putin camp. | am, however, very firmly in favor of ending any conflict in 
which innocent Europeans are dying needlessly, and of a thorough "de-oligarchisation" of 
both parties in the current war. 





RUSSIA UKRAINE 1 


Patrick Armstrong 


Russia Observer February 25, 2022 


I'm surprised both of the size of the operation and the type of operation. While | did 
expect standoff destruction of the nazi units and considered the possibility of standoff 
destruction of Ukrainian military assets | did not expect to see troops on the ground other 
than a few Spetsnaz. The operation is much, much more than | expected. Putin & Co 
surprised me too. 


Had | been at home | would have read Putin's speech earlier and understood sooner. 
What he is talking about is what the Soviet Union tried to do from 1933 onwards: namely 
to stop Hitler before he got started. This time Russia is able to do it by itself. In other 
words, Putin feels that he is making a pre-emptive attack to stop June 1941. This is very 
serious indeed and indicates that the Russians are going to keep going until they feel that 
they can safely stop. 


| believe that | am starting to see the outline of what they're trying to do. Bear in mind that 
the aims to de-militarize and to de-nazify are rather large. | believe Putin and Company 
have decided to do them thoroughly and that is the reason for the troops on the ground. 


At the large end, the grand strategy, is the destruction of NATO and the so-called New 
World Order. Scott Ritter has explained this in his piece. The "new" new world order will 
be that as described in the joint Chinese-Russian statement | have discussed elsewhere. 


It will be obvious that NATO is useless and its friendship worthless. In fact, 
NATO/Western support is dangerous because it makes you think you have something 
when you actually have nothing. In a week it will be clear to all who can think that 
Washington and its minions cared nothing for Ukrainians — they were a sharp stick to 
poke the Bear with. Many will notice. 


At the next level down, the strategy, the aim is to make the Kiev government an offer it 
can't refuse. Essentially the demand will be, as | believe Lavrov has outlined, a Ukraine 
that is neutral, the nazis removed from power, and with a serious degree of autonomy 
given to its many minorities. Failing that, | think we will see Novorossiya as ап 
independent force and Ukraine subjected to periodic winnowings. On a more positive 
note, this would allow Zelinsky to become the president he was actually elected to be. 
Furthermore, it is worth pointing out that the Ukrainian Declaration of Independence 
states that it should be a neutral country. The desire to get into NATO is the result of 
Nuland's 5 billion dollars of "democracy assistance". 


Moving down to the operational level, | believe Mariupol is going to become very 
important. First it appears to be the main nest of Azov which is the most powerful nazi 
grouping. Second, with Russian forces coming from the east, LDPR forces coming from 
the west and Russian forces coming in the rear, there is the opportunity to form a 


cauldron. The forces trapped inside the cauldron (котёл) will be running short of supplies, 
have no air cover and have their command-and-control seriously degraded; they can be 
left to come to their senses and take the offer of putting down their weapons and going 
home. 


Putin in his most recent statement has made it clear that he regards the Ukrainians as the 
victims of a coup and therefore innocent of the crimes. One would expect Russian 
intelligence to have a very good appreciation of who supports them and who does not. 


Being in a hotel, | have the opportunity to waste my time watching CNN. | am truly 
fascinated by how completely clueless the so-called experts, generals, politicians, that 
they have on are about this. They have no understanding of the Russian motives, they 
have no conception of what is actually going on, and they can't see what is in front of 
their faces. My personal favourite is the US senator that says Russia is running out of 
food because it's a communist country and therefore needs to conquer more agricultural 
land. This is a man whose office is bigger than your house, has a staff of dozens with a 
huge budget and that's what he thinks is going on. 


The new new world order was born two days ago. 


Patrick Armstrong was an analyst in the Canadian Department of National Defence 
specialising in the USSR/Russia from 1984 and a Counsellor in the Canadian Embassy 
in Moscow in 1993-1996. He retired in 2008 and has been writing on Russia and related 


subjects ever since. 
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Ever since the fall of the Communist system and the fracturing of the old Soviet Union in 
1989-1991, the globalist foreign policy hawks in the American state department and their 
dutiful minions in the media and amongst both political parties have actively pursued a 
program of what the late zealous Neoconservative Fox News pundit Charles 
Krauthammer termed a "unipolar" world. By that Krauthammer meant a post-Communist 
(and essentially secularized) world in which the established form of American "liberal 
democracy" would now succeed in imposing a new world order. In the words of prominent 
Neocon author Allan Bloom: "And when we Americans speak seriously about politics, we 
mean that our principles of freedom and equality and the rights based on them are 
rational and everywhere applicable. World War || was really an educational experiment 
undertaken to force those who do not accept these principles to do so." [Allan Bloom, 
quoted in Paul Gottfried, War and Democracy: Selected Essays, 1975-2012 (London: 
Arktos Media, 2012), p. 110] (my Italics in the text) 


But, in fact, as the late Sam Francis explained in various books and essays (e.g., 
Leviathan and Its Enemies, 2016), this Neocon vision of a new world order is nothing less 
than a form of managerial kleptocracy, the control by powerful elites in our (permanent) 
government and big corporations who talk incessantly about democracy, but in fact use 
that term to disguise the increasing dominance they exercise over every facet of public 
and private life, whether in the United States, Western Europe, or since 1991 over most of 
the former Eastern Bloc. 


Do we need further examples of this closer to home than the recent authoritarian actions 
by Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau or the extra-constitutional actions by what is 
euphemistically called "the January 6 Committee" in the US Congress? Stand in the way 
of the Deep State administrative managers, and you get suppressed, cancelled, and 
arrested, and held in a Federal jail for months without bail or trial. 


The present crisis in Ukraine has everything to do with the objectives and maneuvers of 
this managerial kleptocracy, and its attempts to force post-Communist—increasingly anti- 
Marxist—Russia to accept such a template. 


Recall a bit of history: Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev and Secretary of State James 

Baker (representing President George H. W. Bush) solemnly agreed in principle that the 
old USSR would disintegrate into various new "republics," and in retum NATO would not 
advance beyond its current borders, that is, would not take in those former Eastern Bloc 


countries (e.g., Poland, Romania, Slovakia, the Baltics, etc.), an action which would be 
seen as directly hostile and offensive to a greatly reduced Russian Federation. Indeed, 
after the end of the Soviet Union, its dismemberment, and the rise of an avowedly 
traditionalist and pro-Christian leadership in Moscow (no less a figure than the Reverend 
Franklin Graham noticed this), was there any reason for NATO even to exist, as President 
Trump once mused...other than as a means for continued and increasing managerial 
control (following the Bloom paradigm)? 


Professor Richard Sakwa (University of Kent, UK), in his excellent and very detailed 
study, Frontline Ukraine: Crisis in the Borderlands (December 2014), has termed what 
happened after the fall of Soviet Communism the triumph of “asymetrism,” by which he 
means that instead of welcoming the new, post-Communist Russia, which had now 
publicly rejected and repudiated the seventy years of brutal years of Marxist domination, 
as an equal partner in a "Greater West," our foreign policy and Neocon managers in 
Washington and Brussels demanded that Russia give up any pretense of real 
independence or true partnership with the West. 


This process occurred in steps, each time with agreements or protocols or memoranda, 
which were solemnized between the parties, but then essentially undermined by the US 
or by our client regime in Kiev. During the Clinton administration, and continuing on until 
2020, one by one the former Eastern Bloc countries were admitted as members of NATO, 
including the Baltic states. In effect, the promises of Baker and the elder Bush meant 
nothing. What then were the Russians to think? 


Much is made of the Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances of December 5, 
1994. Through that protocol Russia, the US and the United Kingdom "confirmed their 
recognition of Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine becoming parties to the Treaty on Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and effectively abandoning their nuclear arsenals to 
Russia." In return, Russia recognized the integrity and sovereignty of a neutral, non- 
militarized, non-hostile Ukraine. And accordingly, despite political turmoil and internal 
conflict within the Ukrainian state, from 1994 until the violent, American-sponsored 
Maidan coup d'etat revolution of February 2014 (again, recall US Assistant Secretary of 
State, Victoria Nuland's direct involvement), that agreement held. But with the flagrant 
violation of a truce between organized Kiev protesters (who had received from the US 
over \$5 billion to foment revolution) and the popularly-elected government of Viktor 
Yanukovych (who was seen by the Ukraine revolutionaries as pro-Russian), and the 
subsequent seizure of power by US-backed Ukrainian irredentists who then proceeded to 
severely persecute Ukraine's very large Russian-language and ethnic minority, the 
Budapest protocol was effectively abrogated (cf., Sakwa, Frontline Ukraine, pp. 86-88 et 
seq). 





It should be noted, as well, the United States never considered the Budapest 
Memorandum legally binding (Statement of April 12, 2013) or in the category of a 
concluded treaty. 





Russia responded by acceding to the overwhelming vote of citizens of the Crimean 
peninsula, which had never been Ukrainian, only forcefully "given" to the artificial 


"Ukrainian Socialist Republic" т 1954 by Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev (allegedly after 
a night of riotous drinking). For the Crimea includes the major Russian Black Sea naval 
base at Sevastopol, supposedly guaranteed by agreement to Russia, but which after the 
Maidan coup, the new American-sponsored regime in Kiev now threatened to take. 


Russian president Vladimir Putin responded via a press conference on March 4, 2014, to 
a question about Russia's supposed violation (in Crimea) of the Budapest Memorandum, 
describing the current Ukrainian situation as a revolution: "a new state arises, but with this 
state and in respect to this state, we have not signed any obligatory documents." The 
Ukrainian state as envisaged by the Budapest Memorandum had, effectively, ceased to 
exist, and in its place an American-CIA-US State Department-created state had been 
forcibly implanted in its place. 





Further, Russia declared that it had never been under obligation to "force any part of 
Ukraine's civilian population to stay in Ukraine against its will," including the two newly- 
independent heavily-Russophone states of Donetsk and Lugansk in what was eastern 
Ukraine (those provinces, like Crimea, had never been a part of any independent 
Ukrainian nation, but were forcibly given to the artificial Soviet republic by Vladimir Lenin 
in 1922). 


Once again, whether through the so-called "Rose Revolution" in Georgia, or the American 
debacle in the Balkans, which only succeeded in creating an Islamist republic—Kosovo— 
in the heart of Europe, the "Orange Revolution” in Kiev must be seen in context as part 
and parcel of the overall Neocon and globalist effort to advance their internationalist aims. 
And those goals, let it be said, have nothing to do with traditional Western and Christian 
beliefs and values. Rather, they were and are a manifestation of what globalist Klaus 
Schwab, head of the World Economic Forum, defined as "the Great Reset," the "window 
of opportunity to reflect, reimagine, and reset our world." 


In fact, the Russian incursion into Ukraine comes as a direct and cumulative result of 
actions which our State Department and intelligence community, with its minions in 
Western Europe, have engineered for thirty years: to, as it were, "put Russia in its place— 
at the back of the bus." 


President Zelensky of Ukraine, most recently implied that Ukraine might well go back and 
reconsider its decision to de-nuclearize. This, then, along with the violent persecution of 
the huge Russophone minority within Ukrainian borders, precipitated Putin's decision to 
take action. After decades of broken promises, broken treaties, and violated protocols, 
whether at Budapest or the Minsk Agreements (which could have settled the issues 
equitably), which Ukraine, encouraged by our globalists, never implemented, the Russian 
bear had its back against the wall: either stand up to those who would subjugate you, or 
fight back. 





Recall again the words of that great anti-Communist novelist, anti-totalitarian and fervent 
Christian, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn (Moscow News, interview with W. T. Trietiakov 
published 28 April/AMay 2006): 


"Events in Ukraine, ever since the time of the referendum in 1991, with its poorly 
formulated options, have been a constant source of pain and anger to me. | have 
written and spoken about this often. The fanatic oppression and suppression of the 
Russian language there (a language which polls show is consistently the preferred 
language of 60% of the people there) is a beastly methodology aimed primarily 
against the cultural prospects of Ukraine itself. The vast territories which were never 
part of historic Ukraine, such as Crimea, Novorosiya and the entire southeast were 
forcibly and arbitrarily consumed into the territory of modem Ukraine and made 
hostage to Ukraine's desires to join NATO.... Itis all a simple minded, indeed 
simpleton and cruel joke perpetuated against the entire history of XIX and XX 
century Russia. Given these circumstances, Russia will never, in any way, betray 
the many millions of Russian speaking peoples in Ukraine. Russia will never 
abandon the ideal of unity with them." 


No one—no one—wants war, with the resultant terrible destruction, loss of life, and 
mayhem it inevitably brings. But as | have written in previous essays, if you search for the 
profound cause for what has happened, it is not the invading Russians, it is not really the 
regime in Kiev, but rather it is the sponsoring apparatchiks in Foggy Bottom along the 
Potomac, in Brussels, and in the houses of Congress (the Lindsey Grahams and Roger 
Wickers who actually urge our potential use of nuclear weapons against Russia), and 
what Dr. Paul Craig Roberts calls the “pressitutes” in American media, from Fox News to 
MSNBC (which now are like an indistinguishable, foaming-at-the-mouth phalanx in their 
defense of the aggressive managerial world revolution). 


The blood spilt will be on our hands, that is, on the hands of our elites. As cartoonist Walt 
Kelly once put it: We have met the enemy and he is us!” 
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The political scientist John Mearsheimer has been опе of the most famous critics of 
American foreign policy since the end of the Cold War. Perhaps best known for the book he 
wrote with Stephen Walt, "The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy," Mearsheimer is a 
proponent of great-power politics—a school of realist international relations that assumes 
that, in a self-interested attempt to preserve national security, states will preémptively act in 
anticipation of adversaries. For years, Mearsheimer has argued that the U.S., in pushing to 
expand NATO eastward and establishing friendly relations with Ukraine, has increased the 
likelihood of war between nuclear-armed powers and laid the groundwork for Vladimir Putin's 
aggressive position toward Ukraine. Indeed, in 2014, after Russia annexed Crimea, 
Mearsheimer wrote that "the United States and its European allies share most of the 
responsibility for this crisis." 


The current invasion of Ukraine has renewed several long-standing debates about the 
relationship between the U.S. and Russia. Although many critics of Putin have argued that 
he would pursue an aggressive foreign policy in former Soviet Republics regardless of 
Westem involvement, Mearsheimer maintains his position that the U.S. is at fault for 


provoking him. | recently spoke with Mearsheimer by phone. During our conversation, which 
has been edited for length and clarity, we discussed whether the current war could have 
been prevented, whether it makes sense to think of Russia as an imperial power, and Putin's 
ultimate plans for Ukraine. 


Looking at the situation now with Russia and Ukraine, how do you think the world got 
here? 


| think all the trouble in this case really started in April, 2008, at the vATO Summit in 
Bucharest, where afterward NATO issued a statement that said Ukraine and Georgia would 
become part of NATO. The Russians made it unequivocally clear at the time that they viewed 
this as an existential threat, and they drew a line in the sand. Nevertheless, what has 
happened with the passage of time is that we have moved forward to include Ukraine in the 
West to make Ukraine a Western bulwark on Russia's border. Of course, this includes more 
than just NATO expansion. NATO expansion is the heart of the strategy, but it includes E.U. 
expansion as well, and it includes turning Ukraine into a pro-American liberal democracy, 
and, from a Russian perspective, this is an existential threat. 


You said that it's about “turning Ukraine into a pro-American liberal democracy.” | 
don't put much trust or much faith in America "turning" places into liberal 
democracies. What if Ukraine, the people of Ukraine, want to live in a pro-American 
liberal democracy? 


If Ukraine becomes a pro-American liberal democracy, and a member of NATO, and a 
member of the E.U., the Russians will consider that categorically unacceptable. If there were 
no NATO expansion and no E.U. expansion, and Ukraine just became a liberal democracy 
and was friendly with the United States and the West more generally, it could probably get 
away with that. You want to understand that there is a three-prong strategy at play here: E.U. 
expansion, NATO expansion, and turning Ukraine into a pro-American liberal democracy. 


You keep saying "turning Ukraine into a liberal democracy," and it seems like that's an 
issue for the Ukrainians to decide. NATO can decide whom it admits, but we saw in 
2014 that it appeared as if many Ukrainians wanted to be considered part of Europe. It 
would seem like almost some sort of imperialism to tell them that they can't be a 
liberal democracy. 


It's not imperialism; this is great-power politics. When you're a country like Ukraine and you 
live next door to a great power like Russia, you have to pay careful attention to what the 
Russians think, because if you take a stick and you poke them in the eye, they're going to 
retaliate. States in the Western hemisphere understand this full well with regard to the United 
States. 


The Monroe Doctrine, essentially. 


Of course. There's no country in the Western hemisphere that we will allow to invite a 
distant, great power to bring military forces into that country. 


Right, but saying that America will not allow countries in the Western hemisphere, 
most of them democracies, to decide what kind of foreign policy they have—you can 
say that's good or bad, but that is imperialism, right? We're essentially saying that we 
have some sort of say over how democratic countries run their business. 


We do have that say, and, in fact, we overthrew democratically elected leaders in the 
Western hemisphere during the Cold War because we were unhappy with their policies. This 
is the way great powers behave. 


Of course we did, but l'm wondering if we should be behaving that way. When we're 
thinking about foreign policies, should we be thinking about trying to create a world 
where neither the U.S. nor Russia is behaving that way? 


That's not the way the world works. When you try to create a world that looks like that, you 
end up with the disastrous policies that the United States pursued during the unipolar 
moment. We went around the world trying to create liberal democracies. Our main focus, of 
course, was in the greater Middle East, and you know how well that worked out. Not very 
well. 


| think it would be difficult to say that America's policy in the Middle East in the past 
seventy-five years since the end of the Second World War, or in the past thirty years 
since the end of the Cold War, has been to create liberal democracies in the Middle 
East. 


| think that's what the Bush Doctrine was about during the unipolar moment. 


In Iraq. But not in the Palestinian territories, or Saudi Arabia, or Egypt, or anywhere 
else, right? 


No—well, not in Saudi Arabia and not in Egypt. To start with, the Bush Doctrine basically 
said that if we could create a liberal democracy in Iraq, it would have a domino effect, and 
countries such as Syria, Iran, and eventually Saudi Arabia and Egypt would turn into 
democracies. That was the basic philosophy behind the Bush Doctrine. The Bush Doctrine 
was not just designed to turn Iraq into a democracy. We had a much grander scheme in 
mind. 


We can debate how much the people who were in charge in the Bush Administration 
really wanted to turn the Middle East into a bunch of democracies, and really thought 
that was going to happen. My sense was that there was not a lot of actual enthusiasm 
about turning Saudi Arabia into a democracy. 


Well, | think focussing on Saudi Arabia is taking the easy case from your perspective. That 
was the most difficult case from America's perspective, because Saudi Arabia has so much 
leverage over us because of oil, and it's certainly not a democracy. But the Bush Doctrine, if 
you go look at what we said at the time, was predicated on the belief that we could 
democratize the greater Middle East. It might not happen overnight, but it would eventually 
happen. 


| guess my point would be actions speak louder than words, and, whatever Bush's 
flowery speeches said, | don't feel like the policy of the United States at any point in 
its recent history has been to try and insure liberal democracies around the world. 


There's a big difference between how the United States behaved during the unipolar 
moment and how it's behaved in the course of its history. | agree with you when you talk 
about American foreign policy in the course of its broader history, but the unipolar moment 
was a very special time. | believe that during the unipolar moment, we were deeply 
committed to spreading democracy. 


With Ukraine, it's very important to understand that, up until 2014, we did not envision NATO 
expansion and E.U. expansion as a policy that was aimed at containing Russia. Nobody 
seriously thought that Russia was a threat before February 22, 2014. NATO expansion, E.U. 
expansion, and turning Ukraine and Georgia and other countries into liberal democracies 
were all about creating a giant zone of peace that spread all over Europe and included 
Eastern Europe and Western Europe. It was not aimed at containing Russia. What 
happened is that this major crisis broke out, and we had to assign blame, and of course we 
were never going to blame ourselves. We were going to blame the Russians. So we 
invented this story that Russia was bent on aggression in Eastem Europe. Putin is interested 
in creating a greater Russia, or maybe even re-creating the Soviet Union. 


Let's turn to that time and the annexation of Crimea. | was reading an old article where 
you wrote, "According to the prevailing wisdom in the West, the Ukraine Crisis can be 
blamed almost entirely on Russian aggression. Russian president Vladimir Putin, the 
argument goes, annexed Crimea out of a longstanding desire to resuscitate the Soviet 
Empire, and he may eventually go after the rest of Ukraine as well as other countries 
in Eastern Europe." And then you say, "But this account is wrong." Does anything 
that's happened in the last couple weeks make you think that account was closer to 
the truth than you might have thought? 


Oh, I think | was right. | think the evidence is clear that we did not think he was an aggressor 
before February 22, 2014. This is a story that we invented so that we could blame him. My 
argument is that the West, especially the United States, is principally responsible for this 


disaster. But no American policymaker, and hardly anywhere т the American foreign-policy 
establishment, is going to want to acknowledge that line of argument, and they will say that 
the Russians are responsible. 


You mean because the Russians did the annexation and the invasion? 
Yes. 


| was interested in that article because you say the idea that Putin may eventually go 
after the rest of Ukraine, as well as other countries in Eastern Europe, is wrong. Given 
that he seems to be going after the rest of Ukraine now, do you think in hindsight that 
that argument is perhaps more true, even if we didn't know it at the time? 


Its hard to say whether he's going to go after the rest of Ukraine because—1 don't mean to 
nitpick here but—that implies that he wants to conquer all of Ukraine, and then he will turn to 
the Baltic states, and his aim is to create a greater Russia or the reincarnation of the Soviet 
Union. | don't see evidence at this point that that is true. It's difficult to tell, looking at the 
maps of the ongoing conflict, exactly what he's up to. It seems quite clear to me that he is 
going to take the Donbass and that the Donbass is going to be either two independent states 
or one big independent state, but beyond that it's not clear what he's going to do. | mean, it 
does seem apparent that he's not touching western Ukraine. 


His bombs are touching it, right? 


But that's not the key issue. The key issue is: What territory do you conquer, and what 
territory do you hold onto? | was talking to somebody the other day about what's going to 
happen with these forces that are coming out of Crimea, and the person told me that he 
thought they would turn west and take Odessa. | was talking to somebody else more recently 
who said that that's not going to happen. Do | know what's going to happen? No, none of us 
know what's going to happen. 


You don't think he has designs on Kyiv? 


No, | don't think he has designs оп Кум. I think he's interested in taking at least the 
Donbass, and maybe some more territory and eastern Ukraine, and, number two, he wants 
to install in Kyiv a pro-Russian govemment, a government that is attuned to Moscow's 
interests. 


| thought you said that he was not interested in taking Kyiv. 
No, he's interested in taking Kyiv for the purpose of regime change. O.K.? 


As opposed to what? 


As opposed to permanently conquering Кум. 


It would be a Russian-friendly government that he would presumably have some say 
over, right? 


Yes, exactly. But it's important to understand that it is fundamentally different from 
conquering and holding onto Кум. Do you understand what Гт saying? 


We could all think of imperial possessions whereby a sort of figurehead was put on 
the throne, even if the homeland was actually controlling what was going on there, 
right? We'd still say that those places had been conquered, right? 


| have problems with your use of the word "imperial." | don't know anybody who talks about 
this whole problem in terms of imperialism. This is great-power politics, and what the 
Russians want is a regime in Kyiv that is attuned to Russian interests. It may be ultimately 
that the Russians would be willing to live with a neutral Ukraine, and that it won't be 
necessary for Moscow to have any meaningful control over the govemment in Kyiv. It may 
be that they just want a regime that is neutral and not pro-American. 


When you said that no one's talking about this as imperialism, in Putin's speeches he 
specifically refers to the "territory of the former Russian Empire," which he laments 
losing. So it seems like he's talking about it. 


| think that's wrong, because | think you're quoting the first half of the sentence, as most 
people in the West do. He said, "Whoever does not miss the Soviet Union has no heart." And 
then he said, "Whoever wants it back has no brain." 


He's also saying that Ukraine is essentially a made-up nation, while he seems to be 
invading it, no? 


O.K., but put those two things together and tell me what that means. I'm just not too sure. He 
does believe its a made-up nation. | would note to him, all nations are made up. Any student 
of nationalism can tell you that. We invent these concepts of national identity. They're filled 
with all sorts of myths. So he's correct about Ukraine, just like he's correct about the United 
States or Germany. The much more important point is: he understands that he cannot 
conquer Ukraine and integrate it into a greater Russia or into a reincarnation of the former 
Soviet Union. He can't do that. What he's doing in Ukraine is fundamentally different. He is 
obviously lopping off some territory. He's going to take some territory away from Ukraine, in 
addition to what happened with Crimea, in 2014. Furthermore, he is definitely interested in 
regime change. Beyond that, it's hard to say exactly what this will all lead to, except for the 
fact that he is not going to conquer all of Ukraine. It would be a blunder of colossal 
proportions to try to do that. 


| assume that you think if he were to try to do that, that would change your analysis of 
what we've witnessed. 


Absolutely. My argument is that he's not going to re-create the Soviet Union or try to build a 
greater Russia, that he's not interested in conquering and integrating Ukraine into Russia. 
It's very important to understand that we invented this story that Putin is highly aggressive 
and he's principally responsible for this crisis in Ukraine. The argument that the foreign- 
policy establishment in the United States, and in the West more generally, has invented 
revolves around the claim that he is interested in creating a greater Russia or a reincarnation 
of the former Soviet Union. There are people who believe that when he is finished 
conquering Ukraine, he will turn to the Baltic states. He's not going to turn to the Baltic 
states. First of all, the Baltic states are members of NATO and— 


Is that a good thing? 
No. 


You're saying that he’s not going to invade them т part because they're part of NATO, 
but they shouldn't be part of NATO. 


Yes, but those are two very different issues. I'm not sure why you're connecting them. 
Whether | think they should be part of NATO is independent of whether they are part of NATO. 
They are part of NATO. They have an Article 5 guarantee—that's all that matters. 
Furthermore, he's never shown any evidence that he's interested in conquering the Baltic 
states. Indeed, he's never shown any evidence that he's interested in conquering Ukraine. 


It seems to me that if he wants to bring back anything, it's the Russian Empire that 
predates the Soviet Union. He seems very critical of the Soviet Union, correct? 


Well, | don't know if he's critical. 


He said it in his big essay that he wrote last year, and he said in a recent speech that 
he essentially blames Soviet policies for allowing a degree of autonomy for Soviet 
Republics, such as Ukraine. 


But he also said, as | read to you before, "Whoever does not miss the Soviet Union has no 
heart." That's somewhat at odds with what you just said. | mean, he's in effect saying that he 
misses the Soviet Union, right? That's what he's saying. What we're talking about here is his 
foreign policy. The question you have to ask yourself is whether or not you think that this is a 
country that has the capability to do that. You realize that this is a country that has a С.М.Р. 
that's smaller than Texas. 


Countries try to do things that they don't have the capabilities for all the time. You 
could have said to me, "Who thinks that America could get the гад! power system 
working quickly ? We have all these problems in America." And you would've been 
correct. But we still thought we could do it, and we still tried to do it, and we failed, 
right? America couldn't do what it wanted during Vietnam, which I’m sure you would 
say is a reason not to fight these various wars—and | would agree—but that doesn't 
mean that we were correct or rational about our capabilities. 


I'm talking about the raw-power potential of Russia—the amount of economic might it has. 
Military might is built on economic might. You need an economic foundation to build a really 
powerful military. To go out and conquer countries like Ukraine and the Baltic states and to 
re-create the former Soviet Union or re-create the former Soviet Empire in Eastern Europe 
would require a massive army, and that would require an economic foundation that 
contemporary Russia does not come close to having. There is no reason to fear that Russia 
is going to be a regional hegemony in Europe. Russia is not a serious threat to the United 
States. We do face a serious threat in the international system. We face a peer competitor. 
And that's China. Our policy in Eastem Europe is undermining our ability to deal with the 
most dangerous threat that we face today. 


What do you think our policy should be in Ukraine right now, and what do you worry 
that we're doing that's going to undermine our China policy? 


We should be pivoting out of Europe to deal with China in a laser-like fashion, number one. 
And, number two, we should be working overtime to create friendly relations with the 
Russians. The Russians are part of our balancing coalition against China. If you live in a 
world where there are three great powers—China, Russia, and the United States—and one 
of those great powers, China, is a peer competitor, what you want to do if you're the United 
States is have Russia on your side of the ledger. Instead, what we have done with our foolish 
policies in Eastern Europe is drive the Russians into the arms of the Chinese. This is a 
violation of Balance of Power Politics 101. 


| went back and | reread your article about the Israel lobby т the London Review of 
Books, from 2006. You were talking about the Palestinian issue, and you said 
something that | very much agree with, which is: "There is a moral dimension here as 
well. Thanks to the lobby of the United States it has become the de facto enabler of 
Israeli occupation in the occupied territories, making it complicit in the crimes 
perpetrated against the Palestinians." | was cheered to read that because | know you 
think of yourself as a tough, crusty old guy who doesn't talk about morality, but it 
seemed to me you were suggesting that there was a moral dimension here. I’m 
curious what you think, if any, of the moral dimension to what's going on in Ukraine 
right now. 


| think there is a strategic and a moral dimension involved with almost every issue in 
international politics. | think that sometimes those moral and strategic dimensions line up 
with each other. In other words, if you're fighting against Nazi Germany from 1941 to 1945, 
you know the rest of the story. There are other occasions where those arrows point in 
opposite directions, where doing what is strategically right is morally wrong. | think if you join 
an alliance with the Soviet Union to fight against Nazi Germany, it is a strategically wise 
policy, but it is a morally wrong policy. But you do it because you have no choice for strategic 
reasons. In other words, what Гт saying to you, Isaac, is that when push comes to shove, 
strategic considerations overwhelm moral considerations. In an ideal world, it would be 
wonderful if the Ukrainians were free to choose their own political system and to choose their 
own foreign policy. 


But in the real world, that is not feasible. The Ukrainians have a vested interest in paying 
serious attention to what the Russians want from them. They run a grave risk if they alienate 
the Russians in a fundamental way. If Russia thinks that Ukraine presents an existential 
threat to Russia because it is aligning with the United States and its West European allies, 
this is going to cause an enormous amount of damage to Ukraine. That of course is exactly 
what's happening now. So my argument is: the strategically wise strategy for Ukraine is to 
break off its close relations with the West, especially with the United States, and try to 
accommodate the Russians. If there had been no decision to move NATO eastward to include 
Ukraine, Crimea and the Donbass would be part of Ukraine today, and there would be no 
war in Ukraine. 


That advice seems a bit implausible now. Is there still time, despite what we're seeing 
from the ground, for Ukraine to appease Russia somehow? 


| think there's a serious possibility that the Ukrainians can work out some sort of modus 
vivendi with the Russians. And the reason is that the Russians are now discovering that 
occupying Ukraine and trying to run Ukraine's politics is asking for big trouble. 


So you are saying occupying Ukraine is going to be a tough slog? 


Absolutely, and that's why | said to you that | did not think the Russians would occupy 
Ukraine in the long term. But, just to be very clear, | did say they're going to take at least the 
Donbass, and hopefully not more of the easternmost part of Ukraine. | think the Russians are 
too smart to get involved in an occupation of Ukraine. 


War Propaganda About Ukraine Becoming More 
Militaristic, Authoritarian, and Reckless 


Every useful or pleasing claim about the war, no matter how unverified or 
subsequently debunked, rapidly spreads, while dissenters are vilified as 
traitors or Kremlin agents. 
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WASHINGTON, DC - DECEMBER 1: (L-R) Rep. Liz Cheney (R-WY), vice-chair of the select 
committee investigating the January 6 attack on the Capitol, and Rep. Adam Kinzinger (R-IL) listen 
during a committee meeting on Capitol Hillon December 1, 2021 in Washington, DC. (Photo by Drew 
Angerer/Getty Images) 


In the weeks leading up to the Russian invasion of Ukraine, those warning of the 
possible dangers of U.S. involvement were assured that such concerns were baseless. 
The prevailing line insisted that nobody in Washington is even considering let alone 
advocating that the U.S. become militarily involved in a conflict with Russia. That the 


concern was based not оп the belief that the U.S. would actively seek such a war, but 
rather on the oft-unintended consequences of being swamped with war propaganda and 
the high levels of tribalism, jingoism and emotionalism that accompany it, was ignored. It 
did not matter how many wars one could point to in history that began unintentionally, 
with unchecked, dangerous tensions spiraling out of control. Anyone warning of this 
obviously dangerous possibility was met with the “straw man” cliché: you are arguing 
against a position that literally nobody in D.C. is defending. 


Less than a week into this war, that can no longer be said. One of the media's most 
beloved members of Congress, Rep. Adam Kinzinger (R-IL), on Friday explicitly and 
emphatically urged that the U.S. military be deployed to Ukraine to establish a "no-fly 
zone" — i.e., American soldiers would order Russia not to enter Ukrainian airspace and 
would directly attack any Russian jets or other military units which disobeyed. That would, 
by definition and design, immediately ensure that the two countries with by far the 
planet's largest nuclear stockpiles would be fighting one another, all over Ukraine. 


Kinzinger's fantasy that Russia would instantly obey U.S. orders due to rational 
calculations is directly at odds with all the prevailing narratives about Putin having now 
become an irrational madman who has taken leave of his senses — not just 
metaphorically but medically — and is prepared to risk everything for conquest and 
legacy. This was not the first time such a deranged proposal has been raised; days 
before Kinzinger unveiled his plan, a reporter asked Pentagon spokesman John Kirby 
why Biden has thus far refused this confrontational posture. The Brookings Institution's 
Ben Wittes on Sunday demanded: "Regime change: Russia." The President of the 
Council on Foreign Relations, Richard Haass, celebrated that "now the conversation has 
shifted to include the possibility of desired regime change in Russia." 


Having the U.S. risk global nuclear annihilation over Ukraine is an indescribably insane 
view, as one realizes upon a few seconds of sober reflection. We had a reminder of that 
sunday morning when "Putin ordered his nuclear forces on high alert, reminding the 
world he has the power to use weapons of mass destruction, after complaining about the 
West's response to his invasion of Ukraine" — but it is completely unsurprising that it is 
already being suggested. 

David Weissman @ Gdavidmweiss.. -3h +++ 


| don’t know about you guys, but | feel it’s time 
for NATO to step in and end this war. 
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| think if NATO steps in it will the end of our 
world. 
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Is it a world worth saving if we turn 
our backs on children—some with 
cancer—as they are bombed into 
oblivion? 
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Adam Kinzinger @ 
(AdamkKinzinger 


1) The fate of 4 Ukraine is being decided tonight, but 
also the fate of the west. Declare a #NoFlyZone over 
Ukraine at the invitation of their sovereign govt. 
Disrupt Russias air ops to give the heroic Ukrainians a 
fair fight. It's now, or later. 


8:33 PM - Feb 25, 2022 - Twitter for iPhone 
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Adam Kinzinger @ @AdamKinzinger - 14h 

Replying to @AdamKinzinger 

2) History teaches that taking a stand is inevitable and gets more costly 
with time. We own the skies, Russia cannot hold a candle to our Air power. 
Do this. Putin is too dangerous to hope he is satisfied with “just Ukraine.” 
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There is a reason | devoted the first fifteen minutes of my live video broadcast on 
Thursday about Ukraine not to the history that led us here and the substance of the 
conflict (1 discussed that in the second half), but instead to the climate that arises 
whenever a new war erupts, instantly creating propaganda-driven, dissent-free 
consensus. There is no propaganda as potent or powerful as war propaganda. It seems 
that one must have lived through it at least once, as an engaged adult, to understand how 
it functions, how it manipulates and distorts, and how one can resist being consumed by 
it. 


As | examined in the first part of that video discussion, war propaganda stimulates the 
most powerful aspects of our psyche, our subconscious, our instinctive drives. It causes 
us, by design, to abandon reason. It provokes a surge in tribalism, jingoism, moral 
righteousness and emotionalism: all powerful drives embedded through millennia of 
evolution. The more unity that emerges in support of an overarching moral narrative, the 
more difficult it becomes for anyone to critically evaluate it. The more closed the 


propaganda system is — either because any dissent from it is excluded by brute 
censorship or so effectively demonized through accusations of treason and disloyalty — 
the more difficult it is for anyone, a// of us, even to recognize one is in the middle of it. 


When critical faculties are deliberately turned off based on a belief that absolute moral 
certainty has been attained, the parts of our brain armed with the capacity of reason are 
disabled. That is why the leading anti-Russia hawks such as former Obama Ambassador 
Michael McFaul and others are demanding that no “Putin propagandists” (meaning 
anyone who diverges from his views of the conflict) even be permitted a platform, and 
why many are angry that Facebook has not gone far enough by banning many Russian 
media outlets from advertising or being monetized. Sen. Mark Wamer (D-VA), using the 
now-standard tactic of government officials dictating to social media companies which 
content they should and should not allow, announced on Saturday: “I'm concerned about 
Russian disinformation spreading online, so today | wrote to the CEOs of major tech 
companies to ask them to restrict the spread of Russian propaganda." Suppressing any 
divergent views or at least conditioning the population to ignore them as treasonous is 
how propagandistic systems remain strong. 


It is genuinely hard to overstate how overwhelming the unity and consensus in U.S. 
political and media circles is. It is as close to a unanimous and dissent-free discourse as 
anything in memory, certainly since the days following 9/11. Marco Rubio sounds exactly 
like Bernie Sanders, and Lindsay Graham has no even minimal divergence from Nancy 
Pelosi. Every word broadcast on CNN or printed in The New York Times about the 
conflict perfectly aligns with the CIA and Pentagon's messaging. And U.S. public opinion 
has consequently undergone a radical and rapid change; while recent polling had shown 
large majorities of Americans opposed to any major U.S. role in Ukraine, a new Gallup 
poll released on Friday found that “52% of Americans see the conflict between Russia 
and Ukraine as a critical threat to U.S. vital interests" with almost no partisan division 
(56% of Republicans and 61% of Democrats), while “85% of Americans now view 
[Russia] unfavorably while 15% have a positive opinion of it." 


Richard Hanania 
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> University of Chicago students circulating a letter 
«n calling for the cancellation of John Mearsheimer over 

"Putinism," “anti-Ukrainian ideology,” and spreading 


Czech Republic: "For public support Russian disinformation like that there was a coup in 
2014 and it included fascists. 


of Russia's actions, expressed online 
or in any other space -- you will face 
prison for 1 {о 3 years. We monitor 
cases of online comments expressing 
support of Russia." 





Nearly Six п 10 Americans Say the Military Power of Russia Is 
Critical Threat to Vital U.S. Interests 
Next. | am going to read you a list of possible threats to the vital interests of the United States in the next 10 


years. For each one, please tell me if you see this as a critical threat. an important but not critical threat, or 
not an important threat at all - The military power of Russia 


— % Critical threat 
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The purpose of these points, and indeed of this article, is not to persuade anyone that 
they have formed moral, geopolitical and strategic views about Russia and Ukraine that 
are inaccurate. It is, instead, to highlight what a radically closed and homogenized 
information system most Americans are consuming. No matter how convinced one is of 
the righteousness of one's views on any topic, there should still be a wariness about how 
easily that righteousness can be exploited to ensure that no dissent is considered or even 
heard, an awareness of how often such overwhelming societal consensus is manipulated 
to lead one to believe untrue claims and embrace horribly misguided responses. 


To believe that this is a conflict of pure Good versus pure Evil, that Putin bears all blame 
for the conflict and the U.S., the West, and Ukraine bear none, and that the only way to 
understand this conflict is through the prism of war criminality and aggression only takes 
one so far. Such beliefs have limited utility in deciding optimal U.S. behavior and sorting 
truth from fiction even if they are entirely correct — just as the belief that 9/11 was a 
moral atrocity and Saddam (or Gaddafi or Assad) was a barbaric tyrant only took one so 
far. Even with those moral convictions firmly in place, there are still a wide range of vital 
geopolitical and factual questions that must be considered and freely debated, including: 


1. The severe dangers of unintended escalation with greater U.S. involvement and 
confrontation toward Russia; 


2. The mammoth instability and risks that would be created by collapsing the Russian 
economy and/or forcing Putin from power, leaving the world's largest or second- 
largest nuclear stockpile to a very uncertain fate; 


3. The ongoing validity of Obama's long-standing view of Ukraine (echoed by Trump), 
which persisted even after Moscow annexed Crimea in 2014 following a 
referendum, that Ukraine is of vital interest only to Russia and not the U.S., and the 
U.S. should never risk war with Russia over it; 


4. The bizarre way п which it has become completely taboo and laughable to suggest 
that NATO expansion to the Russian border and threats to offer Ukraine 
membership is deeply and genuinely threatening not just to Putin but all Russians, 
even though that waming has emanated for years from top U.S. officials such as 
Biden's current CIA Director William Burns as well as scholars across the political 
spectrum, including the right-wing realist John Mearsheimer and the leftist Noam 
Chomsky. 


5. The clearly valid questions regarding actual U.S intentions conceming Ukraine: i.e., 
that a noble, selfless and benevolent American desire to protect a fledgling 
democracy against a despotic aggressor may not be the predominant goal. Perhaps 
it is instead to revitalize support for American imperialism and intervention, as well 
as faith in and gratitude for the U.S. security and military state (the Eurasia Group's 
lan Bremmer suggested this week that this is the principal outcome in the West of 
the current conflict). Or the goal may be the re-elevation of Russia as a vital and 
grave threat to the U.S. (the above polling data suggests this is already happening) 
that will feed weapons purchases and defense and intelligence budgets for years to 
come. Or one might see a desire to harm Russia, as vengeance for the perception 
that Putin helped defeat Hillary Clinton and elected Donald Trump (that the U.S. is 
using Ukraine to "fight Russia over there" was explicitly stated by Rep. Adam Schiff 
(D-CA)). 


Or perhaps the goal is not to “save and protect” Ukraine at all, but to sacrifice it by 
turning that country into a new Afghanistan, where the U.S. arms a Ukrainian 
insurgency to ensure that Russia remains stuck in Ukraine fighting and destroying it 
for years (this scenario was very compellingly laid out in one of the best analyses of 
the Russia/Ukraine conflict, by Niccolo Soldo, which | cannot recommend highly 
enough). 


Jeff Rogg, historian of U.S. intelligence and an assistant professor in the 
Department of Intelligence and Security Studies at the Citadel, wrote in TheLA 
Times this week that the CIA has already been training, funding and arming a 
Ukrainian insurgency, speculating that the model may be the CIA's backing of the 
Mujahideen insurgency in Afghanistan that morphed into Al Qaeda, with the goal 
being Чо weaken Russia over the course of a long insurgency that will undoubtedly 
cost as many Ukrainian lives as Russian lives, if not more." 


Again, no matter how certain one is about their moral conclusions about this war, these 
are urgent questions that are not resolved or even necessarily informed by the moral and 
emotional investment in a particular narrative. Yet when one is trapped inside a system of 
a complete consensus upheld by a ceaseless wave of reinforcing propaganda, and when 
any questioning or dissent at all is tantamount to treason or "siding with the enemy," there 
is no space for such discussions to occur, especially within our minds. When one is 
coerced — through emotional tactics and societal inventive — to adhere only to one 
script, nothing that is outside of that script can be entertained. And that is all by design. 


Nearly Nine in 10 Americans Have Very or Mostly Unfavorable 
View of Russia 


Next. Га like your overall opinion of some foreign countries. What is your overall opinion of Russia? Is it 
very favorable. mostly favorable. mostly unfavorable. or very unfavorable?” 


— Very/Mostly favorable ==» Very/Mostly unfavorable 
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Besides 9/11 and the lead-up to the invasion of Iraq, Americans have been subjected to 
numerous spates of war propaganda, including in 2011 when then-President Obama 
finally agreed to order the U.S. to participate in a France/UK-led NATO regime change 
operation in Libya, as well as throughout the Obama and early Trump years when the 
CIA was fighting a clandestine and ultimately failed regime change war in Syria, on the 
same side as Al-Qaeda, to overthrow Bashar al-Assad. In both instances, 
govemment/media disinformation and emotional manipulation were pervasive, as it is in 
every war. But those episodes were not even in the same universe of intensity and 
ubiquity as what is happening now and what happened after 9/11 — and that matters a 
great deal for understanding why so many are vulnerable to the machinations of war 
propaganda without even realizing they are affected by it. 


One realization | had for the first time during Russiagate was that history may endlessly 
repeat itself, but those who have not lived through any such history or paid attention to it 
previously will not know about it and thus remain most susceptible to revisionism or other 
tactics of deceit. When Russiagate was first unveiled as a major 2016 campaign theme 
— through a Clinton campaign commercial filled with dark and sinister music and 
innuendo masquerading as "questions" about the relationship between Trump and the 
Kremlin — | had assumed when writing about it for the first time that most Americans, 
especially those on the left taught to believe that McCarthyism was one of the darkest 
moments for civil liberties, would instantly understand how aggressively the CIA and ЕВ! 
disseminate disinformation, how servile corporate media outlets are to those security 
state agencies, how neocons are always found at the center of such manipulative tactics, 
and how potent this sort of propaganda is. The common theme is creating a foreign villain 
said to be of unparalleled evil or at least evil not seen since Hitler, then accusing one's 
political adversaries of being enthralled by or captive to them. We have witnessed 
countless identical cycles throughout U.S history. 


But | also quickly realized that millions of Americans — either due to age or previous 
political indifference — began paying attention to politics for the first time in 2016 due to 
fear of Trump, and thus knew little to nothing about anything that preceded it. Such 
people had no defenses against the propaganda narrative and deceitful tactics because, 
for them, it was all new. They had never experienced it before and thus had no concept of 
who they were applauding and how such official government/media disinformation 
campaigns are constructed. Each generation is thus easily programmed and exploited by 
the same propaganda systems, no matter how discredited they were previously. 


Although such episodes are common, one has to travel back to the period of 2001-03, 
following the 9/11 attack on U.S. soil, and through the invasion of Iraq, in order to find an 
event that competes with the current moment in terms of emotional intensity and lockstep 
messaging throughout the West. Comparing that historical episode to now is striking, 
because the narrative themes deployed then are identical to those now; the very same 
people who led the construction of that narrative and accompanying rhetorical tactics are 
the ones playing a similar role now; and the reaction that these themes trigger are 
virtually indistinguishable. 


Many who lived through the enduring trauma and mass rage of 9/11 as an adult need no 
reminder of what it was like and what it consisted of. But millions of Americans now 
focused on Ukraine did not live through that. And for many who did, they have, with the 
passage of two decades, revised or now misremember many of the important details of 
what took place. It is thus worthwhile to recall the broad strokes of what we were 
conditioned to believe to see how closely it tracks the consensus framework now. 


Both the 9/11 attack and the invasion of Iraq were cast as clear Manichean battles: one of 
absolute Good fighting absolute Evil. That framework was largely justified through its 
companion prism: the subsequent War on Terror and specific wars (in Iraq and 
Afghanistan) represented the forces of freedom and democracy (the U.S. and its allies) 
defending itself against despotism and mad, primitive barbarism. We were attacked not 
because of decades of intervention and aggression in their part of the world but because 
they hated us for our freedom. That was all one needed to know: it was a war between 
enlightened democrats and psychotic savages. 


As a result, no nuance was permitted. How can there be room for nuance or even 
questioning when such clear moral lines emerge? A binary framework was thus imposed: 
"Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists," decreed President George W. Bush 
in his speech to the Joint Session of Congress on September 20, 2001. Anyone 
questioning or disputing any part of the narrative or any of the U.S. policies championed 
in its name stood automatically accused of treason or being on the side of The Terrorists. 
David Frum, fresh off his job as a White House speechwriter penning Bush's war 
speeches, in which Bush proclaimed the U.S. was facing an "Axis of Evil," published a 
2003 article in National Review about right-wing opponents of the invasion of Iraq, aptly 


titled: "Unpatriotic Conservatives." Go look how cheaply and easily people were accused 
of being on the side of The Terrorists or traitors for the slightest deviation from the 
dominant narrative. 
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Unpatriotic Conservatives 
By DAVID FRUM | March 25, 2003 2:00 PM ooomnmnoo 


"| respect and admire the French, who have been a far greater nation than we shall 
ever be, that is, if greatness means anything loftier than money and bombs." 


— Thomas Fleming, “Hard Right," March 13, 2003 


rom the very beginning of the War on Terror, there has been dissent, and as the war has 
proceeded to Iraq, the dissent has grown more radical and more vociferous. Perhaps that was 
to be expected. But here is what never could have been: Some of the leading figures in this 


antiwar movement call themselves “conservatives.” 


David Frum, National Review, Mar. 25, 2003 


Like all effective propaganda, the consensus assertions about 9/11 and Iraq had а 
touchstone to the truth. Indeed, some of the fundamental moral claims were true. The 
civilian-targeting 9/11 attack was a moral atrocity, and the Taliban and Saddam really 
were barbaric despots (including when the U.S. had previously supported and funded 
them). But those moral claims only took one so far: specifically, they did not take one very 
far at all. Many who enthusiastically embraced those moral propositions ended up also 
embracing numerous falsehoods emanating from the U.S. Government and loyal media 
outlets, as well as supporting countless responses that were both morally unjustified and 
strategically unwise. Polls at the start of the Iraq War showed large majorities in favor of 
and believing outright falsehoods (such as that Saddam helped personally plan the 9/11 
attack), while polls years later revealed a "huge majority" which now views the invasion 
as a mistake. Similarly, it is now commonplace to hear once-unquestioned policies — 
from mass NSA spying, to lawless detention, to empowering the CIA to torture, to placing 
blind faith in claims from intelligence agencies — be declared major mistakes by those 
who most vocally cheerlead those positions in the early years of the War on Terror. 


In other words, correctly apprehending key moral dimensions to the conflict provided no 
immunity against being propagandized and misled. If anything, the contrary was true: it 
was precisely that moral zeal that enabled so many people to get so carried away, to be 
so vulnerable to having their (often-valid) emotions of rage and moral revulsion 


misdirected into believing falsehoods and cheering for moral atrocities in the name of 
vengeance or righteous justice. That moral righteousness crowded out the capacity to 
reason and think critically and unified huge numbers of Americans into herd behavior and 
group-think that led them to many conclusions which, two decades later, they recognize 


as wrong. 


It should not be difficult, even for those who did not live through those events but who can 
now look back at what happened, to see the overwhelming similarities between then and 
now. The role of bin Laden and Saddam — as unhinged, mentally unwell, unrepentant 
mass murderers and despots, the personification of pure evil — is now occupied by Putin. 
"Putin is evil. Every American watching what's happening in Ukraine should know that," 
instructed Rep. Liz Cheney (R-WY ), daughter of the author of the virtually identical 9/11 
and Iraq morality scripts. Conversely, the U.S. and its allies аге the blame-free, morally 
upright spreaders of freedom, defenders of democracy and faithfully adhering to a rules- 


based international order. 


This exact framework remains in place; only the parties have changed. Now, anyone 
questioning this narrative in whole or in part, or disputing any of the factual claims being 
made by the West, or questioning the wisdom or justice of the role the U.S. is playing, is 
instantly deemed not "on the side of the terrorists" but "on the side of Russia": either for 
corrupt monetary reasons or long-hidden and hard-to-explain ideological sympathy for the 
Kremlin. "There is no excuse for praising or appeasing Putin," announced Rep. Cheney, 
by which — like her father before her and McFaul now — she means anyone deviating in 
any way from the full panoply of U.S. assertions and responses. Wyoming's vintage 
neocon also instantly applied this accusatory treason matrix to former President Trump, 
arguing that he "aids our enemies" and his "interests don't seem to align with the interests 


of the United States of America." 
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Italy's main University in Milan just banned teaching 
Fyodor Dostoevsky because he's a Russian writer. 


Dostoevsky was sent to a Siberian labour camp for 
reading banned books in Tsarist Russia. 


We are reaching levels of hatred and stupidity that | 
thought were never possible. 

12:03 AM - Mar 2, 2022 

© 677 QO Reply (9 Copylink 


Read 1.8K replies 





X Olga 


This is an old ad for a mobile 
trash incinerator. 

They conveniently cut out the 
trash going into the incinerator. 
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UK Ministry of Defence released footage of a 
vehicle-mounted crematorium with room to 
“evaporate” one human body at а time, 
which has been seen trailing Russian forces 
and is expected to follow any troops into 
Ukraine 
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These Are the American Right-Wingers 
Covering for Putin as Russia Invades Ukraine 


From Tucker Carlson to Tulsi Gabbard, these prominent Moscow apologists tried to tell you Ukraine's 
fate shouldn't matter to America 
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Tim Dickinson, Rolling Stone, Feb. 24, 2022 


Everyone watching this week-long mauling of dissenters understood the messaging and 
incentives: either get on board or stay silent lest you be similarly vilified. And that, in turn, 
meant there were fewer and fewer people willing to publicly question prevailing 
narratives, which made it in turn far more difficult for anyone else to separate themselves 
from unified group-think. 


One instrument of propaganda that did not exist in 2003 but most certainly does now is 
social media, and it is hard to overstate how much it is exacerbating all of these 
pathologies of propaganda. The endless flood of morally righteous messaging, the 
hunting down of and subsequent mass-attacks on heretics, the barrage of pleasing-but- 
false stories of bravery and treachery, leave one close to helpless to sort truth from 
fiction, emotionally manipulative fairy tales from critically scrutinized confirmation. It is 
hardly novel to observe that social media fosters group-think and in-group dynamics more 
than virtually any other prior innovation, and it is unsurprising that it has intensified all of 
these processes. 


Another new factor separating the aftermath of 9/11 from the current moment is 
Russiagate. Starting in mid-2016, the Washington political and media class was 
obsessed with convincing Americans to view Russia as a grave threat to them and their 
lives. They created a climate in Washington in which any attempts to forge better 
relations with the Kremlin or even to open dialogue with Russian diplomats and even just 
ordinary Russian nationals was depicted as inherently suspect if not criminal. All of that 


primed American political culture to burst with contempt and rage toward Russia, and 
once they invaded Ukraine, virtually no effort was needed to direct that long-brewing 
hostility into an uncontrolled quest for vengeance and destruction. 


That is why it is anything but surprising that incredibly dangerous proposals like the one 
by Rep. Kizinger for deployment of the U.S. military to Ukraine have emerged so quickly. 
This orgy in high dudgeon of war propaganda, moral righteousness, and a constant flow 
of disinformation produces a form of collective hysteria and moral panic. In his 1931 novel 
Brave New World, Aldous Huxley perfectly described what happens to humans and our 
reasoning process when we are subsumed by crowd sentiments and dynamics: 


Groups are capable of being as moral and intelligent as the individuals who form 
them; a crowd is chaotic, has no purpose of its own and is capable of anything 
except intelligent action and realistic thinking. Assembled in a crowd, people lose 
their powers of reasoning and their capacity for moral choice. Their suggestibility is 
increased to the point where they cease to have any judgment or will of their own. 
They become very excitable, they lose all sense of individual or collective 
responsibility, they are subject to sudden accesses of rage, enthusiasm and panic. 
In a word, a man in a crowd behaves as though he had swallowed a large dose of 
some powerful intoxicant. He is a victim of what | have called "herd-poisoning." Like 
alcohol, herd-poison is an active, extraverted drug. The crowd-intoxicated individual 
escapes from responsibility, intelligence and morality into a kind of frantic, animal 
mindlessness. 


We have seen similar outbreaks many times over the last couple of decades, but nothing 
produces it more assuredly than war sentiments and the tribal loyalties that accompany 
them. And nothing exacerbates it like the day-long doom scrolling through Twitter, 
Facebook and Instagram which so much of the world is currently doing. Social media 
platforms, by design, enable one to block out all unpleasant information or dissident 
voices and only feed off content and claims that validate what they wish to believe. 


Kinzinger's call for a US-imposed no-fly zone is far from the only unhinged assertion or 
claim spewing forth from the U.S. opinion-shaping class. We are also witnessing a radical 
increase in familiar authoritarian proposals coming from U.S. politicians. Two other 
members of Congress who are most beloved by the media, Rep. Eric Swalwell (D-CA) 
and Rep. Ruben Gallego (D-AZ), suggested that all Russians should be immediately 
deported from the U.S., including Russian students studying at American universities. 
The rationale is similar to the one that drove FDR's notorious World War ll internment of 
all people of Japanese descent — citizens or immigrants — in camps: namely, in times of 
war, all people who come from the villain or enemy country deserve punishment or should 
be regarded as suspect. A Washington Post columnist, Henry Olsen, proposed banning 
all Russia athletes from entering the U.S.: "No Russian NHL, football, or tennis players so 
long as the war and claims on Ukrainian territory exist." 


Rep. Eric Swalwell (9 @RepSwalwell - Feb 25 

When Fox “News” thinks they're owning me but the comments section 
agrees with me. Looks like they miscalculated America. We don't root for 
Russia. You bet wrong. 
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Eric Swalwell floats kicking Russians out of US universities in retaliation 
to Putin invading Ukraine foxnews.com/media/eric-swa... 
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Dylan James @dylanjamesoff - Feb 25 
Is this where you'd like those students to go, Eric? 
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Replying to @dylanjamesoff 
Nope. Back to Russia. 
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sen. Mike Lee (R-UT), long a vocal advocate of requiring congressional approval for the 
deployment by the president of military forces to war zones, argued on Friday that 
Biden's troop movements to Eastern Europe constitute war decisions that constitutionally 
necessitate Congressional approval. "President Biden's unilateral deployment of our 
Armed Forces to the European theater, where we now know they are in imminent 


hostilities, triggers the War Powers Act, necessitating that the President report to 
Congress within 48 hours," he said. Sen. Lee added: "The Constitution requires that 
Congress must vote to authorize any use of our Armed Forces in conflict." 


For this simple and basic invocation of Constitutional principles, Lee was widely vilified as 
a traitor and Russian agent. "Are you running for Senator of Moscow? Because that's 
where you belong," one Democratic Congressional candidate, the self-declared socialist 
and leftist Joey Palimeno (D-GA), rhetorically asked. Now-perennial independent 
candidate Evan McMullin, formerly a CIA operative in Syria, dubbed Lee "Moscow Mike" 
for having raised this constitutional point, claiming he did so not out of conviction but "to 
distract from the fact that he traveled to Russia and brazenly appeased Vladimir Putin for 
his own political gain." 


Other than calling Lee a paid Russian agent and traitor, the primary response was the 
invocation of Bush/Cheney's broad Article || executive power theories to insist that the 
president has the unfettered right to order troop deployments except to an active war 
zone — as if the possibility of engaging Russian forces was not a primary motive for 
these deployments. Indeed, the Pentagon itself said the troop deployments were to 
ensure the troops "will be ready if called upon to participate in the NATO Response 
Force" and that "some of those U.S. personnel may also be called upon to participate in 
any unilateral actions the U.S. may undertake." Even if one disagrees with Lee's broad 
view of the War Powers Act and the need for Congress to approve any decisions by the 
president that may embroil the country in a dangerous war, that Lee is a Kremlin agent 
and a traitor to his country merely for advocating a role for Congress in these highly 
consequential decisions reflects how intolerant and dissent-prohibiting the climate has 
already become. 


Disinformation and utter hoaxes are now being aggressively spread as well. Both Rep. 
Kinzinger and Rep. Swalwell ratified and spread the story of the so-called "Ghost of Kyiv, 
a Ukrainian fighter pilot said to have single-handedly shot down six Russian planes. Tales 
and memes commemorating his heroism viralized on social media, ultimately ratified by 
these members of Congress and other prominent voices. The problem? It is a complete 
hoax and scam, concocted through a combination of deep fake videos based on images 
from a popular video game. Yet to date, few who have spread this fraud have retracted it, 
while censorship-happy Big Tech corporations have permitted most of these fraudulent 
posts to remain without a disinformation label on it. We are absolutely at the point — 
even as demands escalate for systematic censorship by Big Tech of any so-called "pro- 
Russian" voices — where disinformation and fake news are considered noble provided 
they advance a pro-Ukrainian narrative. 
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tà Вер. Eric Swalwell Retweeted 


Adam Kinzinger © 
@AdamKinzinger 





To the #ghostofkyiv we raise a glass. Here is to even 
more! 
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Throughout the conflict in Ukraine seen today, there is one Ukrainian MiG-29 
Fighter Jet that is soaring through the skies of Kyiv, this single fighter jet has 
already earned itself an alias, the 'Ghost of Kyiv', and has already downed SIX 
Russian aircraft.#ghostofkyiv #Ukraine 
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Westem media outlets have also fully embraced their role as war propagandists. They 
affirm any story provided it advances pro-Ukrainian propaganda without having the 
slightest idea whether it is true. A charming and inspiring story about a small group of 
Ukrainian soldiers guarding an installation in a Black Sea island went wildly viral on 
Saturday and ultimately was affirmed as truth by multiple major Western news outlets. A 
Russian warship demanded they surrender and, instead, they responded by replying: 
“fuck you, Russian warship,” their heroic last words before dying while fighting. Ukraine 
said “it will posthumously honor a group of Ukrainian border guards who were killed 


defending a tiny island т the Black Sea during a multi-pronged Russian invasion." Yet 
there is no evidence at all that they died; the Russian government claims they 
surrendered, and the Ukrainian military subsequently acknowledged the same possibility. 


Obviously, neither the Russian nor Ukrainian versions should be accepted as true without 
evidence, but the original, pleasing Ukrainian version should not either. The same is true 
of: 


e the equally inspiring story that the Ukrainian military shot down two Russian 11-765 
transport planes (no evidence); 


e a Russian tank purposely and randomly ran over a civilian car (the video suggests a 
possible accident and, more importantly, subsequent news accounts acknowledged: 
"it wasn't immediately clear if the armored vehicle was Russian or Ukrainian 
hardware, or when this crash took place"); 


• a mega-viral thread from a member of the EU Parliament claiming Russian 
oligarchs and Putin were screaming at each other in a bunker in desperation 
(pronounced "likely disinfo" by the US-intel-friendly and vehemently anti-Russia site 
Bellingcat); 


• a gratifying story that Turkey told Ukraine that it informed Russia it was barred from 
using Turkish straits to enter the Black Sea (Turkey denied telling this to President 
Zelensky and said they could not and would not do that, then on Sunday said they 
had determined these events constitute а “war” such that they may have the power 
them to ban both Ukraine and Russia, but had not yet decided to so); 


e a thrilling photo of Zelensky in body armor on the front lines against Russia (it was 
from months ago), and, 


• claims that Russia targeted a civilian apartment building with a missile (it appears at 
least possible that the missile was a misguided Ukrainian air defense weapon). 


But we are way past the point where anyone cares about what is or is not factually true, 
including corporate outlets. Any war propaganda — videos, photos, unverified social 
media posts — that is designed to tug on Western heartstrings for Ukrainians or appear 
to cast them as brave and noble resistance fighters, or Russians as barbaric but failing 
mass murderers, gets mindlessly spread all over without the slightest concem for whether 
it is true. To be on social media or to read coverage from Western news outlets is to place 
yourself into a relentless vortex of single-minded, dissent-free war propaganda. Indeed, 
some of the above-referenced stories may tum out to be true, but spreading them before 
there is any evidence of them is beyond reckless, especially for media outlets whose role 
is supposed to be the opposite of propagandists. 


None of this means the views you may have formed about the war in Ukraine are right or 
wrong. It is of course possible that the Western consensus is the overwhelmingly 
accurate one and that the moral framework that has been embraced is the correct prism 
for understanding this conflict. All sides in war wield propaganda, and that certainly 
includes the Russians and their allies as well. This article is not intended to urge the 


adoption of one viewpoint or the other. 


It is, instead, intended to urge the recognition of what the effects of being immersed in 
one-sided, intense and highly emotionalized war propaganda are — effects on your 
thinking, your reasoning, your willingness to endorse claims or support policies, your 
comfort with having dissent either banished or inherently legitimized. Precisely because 
this propaganda has been cultivated over centuries to so powerfully and adeptly 
manipulate our most visceral reactions, it is something to be resisted even if — perhaps 
especially if — it is coming from the side or viewpoint you support. 


"Ukraine President fighting on the front lines" (02/24/22) 
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Unlike the coward who poses shirtless with bears to 
make up for his fragile masculinity, #Ukraine’s 
(Jewish!) president is on the front lines fighting for his 
people. This is a leader! 12'A! 


We stand with you Zelensky! 
#Ukraine 
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- @alexplitsas 
There were many who criticized Ukrainian President 
Zelensky’s speech and described it as weak. 
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Here he is in body armor and a helmet on the front 
lines. 







Not one of those critics has the gumption to stand next 
to him 
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Respect to the Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelenskyy 
Stand for #Ukraine 
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є This is inspiring, The president of Ukraine is a true leader!!! 
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Ukraine President inspecting border (04/09/21) 
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Ukraine’s Zelenskiy to 


POLITIK AUSLAND ‘ 

dpa cii Putin: Meet me for peace 
— cere talks in conflict zone 
„Deutschland hat verhindert, dass wir von der Nato Reuters, Matthias Williams, Natalia Zinets 


reine Verteidigungswaffen erhalten" 


+0 «+ 





"They Want the West to Ве Frightened.' Ukraine's 
President on Why Russia Sent Troops to the Border 


Ukraine: crisis between Russia and 
the west in the region has been 
brewing for 30 years 






Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky, left, on the frontline with Russia-backed jyaratists in Ma < 
region on April 09, 2021. Picture: AFP 


The Land Where History Died 


Contra Corner 


David Stockman * February 24, 2022 
* 4,000 Words 


In light of the grotesquely one-sided Ukrainian war news on the MSM, it can be well and 
truly said that America circa February 2022 has become the land where history died. 


From the sophomoric coverage of CNN and NBC, for instance, you would think that 
Ukraine's borders have been universally agreed upon by one and all for eons; that the 
govemment in Kiev has done absolutely nothing to provoke Russian suspicion and anger; 
and that Uncle Sam, NATO and the European Union have flitted around the 
neighborhoods on Russia's borders merely cheer-leading for democracy and selflessly 
passing out economic aid and cookies to the long-suffering Ukrainian peoples. 


Well, no. Today's hot war eruption in Ukraine would absolutely not be happening save for 
the violent coup of February 2014 that overthrew Ukraine's democratically elected pro- 
Russian President; and which coup was funded, organized and choreographed by 
Washington-based neocons, busy-bodies and arms merchants who otherwise had no 
reason for even existing in the post-Soviet world. 


Moreover, by reviewing the voting patterns of the 2010 Ukrainian presidential election we 
can see exactly how Washington's blunderbuss intervention in support of the Maidan 
putsch put the kibosh on stable governance in Kiev and friendly relations with Ukraine's 
historic neighbor and suzerain, Russia. That's because while the 2010 election 
reflectedthe stark divisions of the Ukrainian electorate (see map below) it still produced a 
govemment that was reasonably acceptable to most of the electorate, and one which 
proceeded to work toward new arrangements with both Ukraine's EU neighbors to the 
west and Russia to the east. 


In the end, that tolerable governing balance was abruptly and unilaterally cancelled by 
Washington's writ, especially when it then almost instantly embraced and recognized an 
ad hoc, anti-Russian government which came from the extreme right side of the 
political/'ethnic spectrum. 


The effect was to send Kiev on a path toward massive economic and military aid from the 
US/EU and NATO membership that was bound to produce the adverse Russian reaction 
that Ambassador George Kennan had warned about two decades earlier. 


As to the aid matter, Ukraine received only minor assistance from the west prior to 2014, 
but upwards of $15 billion since then. That included nearly \$3 billion of military aid from 
the US, \$6 billion of development and economic aid from Westem donors, \$3 billion of 
subsidized Ex-Im Bank funding from the US and 1$3 billion of other humanitarian aid. The 
effect was to tum Ukraine into a ward of Washington—a new post-coup fact on the 
ground that was blatantly obvious to Moscow. 


As to the adverse shock effect of the Maidan coup on Ukrainian governance and extemal 
policy, the map below tells you all you need to know. The dark blue parts of the map to 
the far east (Donbas) indicate an 80% or better vote for Viktor Janukovych in the 2010 


election. By contrast, the dark red areas in the west voted 80% or more for the Ukrainian 
nationalist, Yulie Tymoshenko. That is to say, the skew in the Ukrainian electorate was so 
extreme as to make America's current red state/blue state divide seem hardly noteworthy 
by comparison. 


As it happened, the sum of the pro-Janukovych skews from the east and south (Donbas 
and Crimea) added up to 12.48 million votes and 48.95% of the total, while the sum of the 
extreme red skews in the center and west (the old eastern Galicia) amounted to 11.59 
million votes and 45.47% of the total. 


Stated differently, it is hard to imagine an electorate more sharply divided on a 
regional/ethnic/language basis, but one which still produced a decisive enough victory 
margin (3.6 percentage points) for Janukovych—so as to be accepted by all parties. That 
became especially clear when Tymoshenko, who was the incumbent prime minister, 
withdrew her election challenge a few weeks after the run-off in February 2010. At that 
point, of course, Russia had no beef with the Kiev govemment at all because essentially 
Janukovych's "Regions Party" was based on the pro-Russian parts (blue areas) of the 
Ukrainian electorate. 


Ukrainian presidential election, 2010 
Results of the February 7, 2010 
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During the next several years the economic basket case which was Ukraine attempted to 


improve its circumstances by running a bake-off of sorts between the European Union 
and Russia with respect to aid and trade deals. 
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And well its leaders might have: Ukraine had become a cesspool of financial corruption in 
which a handful of oligarchs had robbed the country blind. Its 2013 real GDP 
consequently fell to \$600 billion (2017 \$)—a 33% shrinkage from its 1990 level. 


Accordingly, the supposedly pro-Russian Janukovych administration initiated in March 
2012 an Association Agreement with the European Union that was to provide trade 
advantages and an IMF aid package. However, the EU leaders insisted that no 


agreement could be ratified unless Ukraine addressed concerns over a "stark 
deterioration of democracy and the rule of Іам”, including the imprisonment of Yulia 
Tymoshenko in 2011. In order to address these concerns, in fact, President Janukovych 
urged the parliament to adopt laws so that Ukraine would meet the EU's criteria. 


But it was the parallel $4 billion IMF loan that tumed out to be the straw that broke the 
camel's back. According to then Prime Minister Mykola Azarov "the extremely harsh 
conditions" of the IMF loan (presented by the IMF in November 2013) included big budget 
cuts and a 40% increase in natural gas bills. Those proved to be hills too high to climb for 
all the factions within the fractionated Ukraine polity. 


Accordingly, the IMF demands became the clinching argument behind the Ukrainian 
govemment's decision to suspend preparations for signing the Association Agreement 
with the EU. Instead, Kiev quickly pivoted to a deal with Russia in the fall of 2013, which 
was willing to offer $15 billion in loans without the harsh IMF pre-conditions. Also, 
Moscow offered Ukraine a discount on Ukraine's large gas purchases from Russia. 


Moreover, by that point Ukraine was over a financial barrel, facing an external funding 
gap of \$17 billion during the upcoming year—almost the level of the central bank's 
depleted currency reserves. 


The rest is history, as they say. The Washington neocons were not about to accept a 
pivot to Russia come hell or high water. So they swung into action bringing all the 
instruments of the Empire—the CIA, the State Department, NED, the NGOs and favored 
Ukrainian oligarchs—to bear on scuttling the Russian deal and removing Janukovych 
from office. 


In a later interview with a US journalist, in fact, Ukrainian billionaire oligarch and 
opposition leader, Petro Porochenko (who later became president), said quite clearly that 
the plan was to subvert the nation's constitution and install an unelected, antiRussian 
govemment that would deep-six the deal with Moscow: 


"From the beginning, | was one of the organizers of the Maidan. My television 
channel—Channel 5—played a tremendously important role. ...On the 11th of 
December, when we had U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Victoria Nuland and 
E.U. diplomat Catherine Ashton in Kyiv, during the night they started to storm the 
Maidan." 


It should never be forgotten, therefore, that the coup which overthrew the constitutionally 
elected government in Kiev was a \$5 billion all-hands Washington undertaking. It would 
never have come to fruition as a successful regime change putsch without the heavy 
hands of the US State Department along with the above mentioned arms of the empire. 


Needless to say, nullification of a country's election—-backed by the stick of NATO's 
military might and the carrot of billions from a Washington/EU/IMF consortium—is big 
league meddling, but not by the clueless hypocrisy of the Washington foreign policy blob. 


Indeed, as former president Obama told CNN at the time, Washington was just going 
about its "indispensable nation" business. It had helpfully encouraged another "flowering 
of democracy" and to that end had, 


ee brokered a deal to transition power in Ukraine.” 


Brokered a deal ту eye! 

This was a blatant and inexcusable breach of so-called "intemational law" because it 
served the will-to-power objectives of the Washington neocons and kept the now largely 
obsolete US foreign policy apparatus in the game—-to say nothing of a new customer for 
arms sales. 


Never mind that Washington's massive political and financial support for the Maidan 
uprising on the streets of Kiev, and then nearly instantaneous recognition of the resulting 
putsch as the official government of the Ukraine was a frontal assault on the nation's 
sovereignty. 


The late and despicable Senator John McCain even went to Kiev to show solidarity with 
the Euromaidan activists. McCain dined with opposition leaders, including members of 
the ultra right-wing Svoboda Party and later appeared on stage in Maidan Square during 
a mass rally 


There he stood shoulder to shoulder with Svoboda leader Oleh Tyahnybok, who made 
no secret of his pro-Nazi convictions. 
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But McCain's actions were a model of diplomatic restraint compared to the conduct of 
Victoria Nuland, the assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian Affairs, who, 
by your way, is back in the same position in the Biden Administration, conducting the 
same pro-war neocon policies. 


As Ukraine's political crisis deepened, Nuland and her subordinates became more brazen 
in favoring the anti-Yanukovych demonstrators. Nuland noted in a speech to the U.S.- 
Ukraine Foundation in December 2013, that she had traveled to Ukraine three times in 
the weeks following the start of the demonstrations. Visiting the Maidan on December 5, 
she famously handed out cookies to demonstrators and expressed support for their 
cause. 


Washington's conduct not only constituted meddling, it bordered on pupeteering. At one 
point, US Ambassador Pyatt mentioned the complex dynamic among the three principal 
opposition leaders, Arseniy Yatsenyuk, Oleh Tyahnybok, and Vitali Klitschko 


Both Pyatt and Nuland wanted to keep Tyahnybok and Klitschko out of an interim 
govemment. In the former case, they worried about his extremist ties; in the latter, they 
appeared to want him to wait and make a bid for office on a longer-term basis. 


Nuland thus famously stated that "| don't think Klitsch should go into the government. | 
don't think it's necessary." She added that what Yatseniuk needed “is Klitsch and 
Tyanhybok on the outside." 


The two diplomats also were prepared to escalate the already extensive U.S. involvement 
in Ukraine's political turbulence by bringing in the Big Guy. 


Pyatt stated bluntly that, 


"we want to try to get somebody with an international personality to come out here 
and help to midwife this thing [the political transition]." 





Nuland clearly had Vice President Joe Biden in mind for that role. Noting that the vice 
president's national security adviser was in direct contact with her, Nuland related that 
she told him, 


"probably tomorrow for an atta-boy and to get the details to stick. So Biden's 
willing." 





That is to say, Victoria Nuland didn't merely tell some undercover operatives to buy ads 
on Ukrainian social media, as Russia was accused of doing during the 2016 US election. 
To the contrary, she actually picked Yanokovych's successor and the entire cabinet! 


And we know this from a hacked phone call between Nuland and the US ambassador in 
Kiev. In discussing who should lead the Washington-installed government, Nuland made 
clear who the next prime minister would be and who he should be talking to for advice. 


Nuland: | think Yats (Arseniy Yatseniuk) is the guy who's got the economic 
experience, the goveming experience. ... what he needs is Klitsch and Tyahnybok 
on the outside. He needs to be talking to them four times a week, you know. 


As it turned our, the putsch leaders followed Nuland's advice to the letter, installing "Yats" 
as the new prime minister. But it also filled four cabinet posts out of eleven with 
rabid anti-Russian crypto-Nazis. 


Indeed, at the heart of the putsch were Ukrainian organizations called Svoboda (national 
socialist party of Ukraine) and Right Sector. Their national hero was one Stepan Bandera 
—a collaborator with Hitler who led the liquidation of 

thousands of Poles, Jews and other minorities as the Nazi Wehrmacht made it way 
through Ukraine toward Stalingrad in the early 1940s. 


In fact, another founder and leader of Svoboda, Andriy Parubiy, was given a portfolio 
which included the Ministry of Defense, the Armed Forces, Law Enforcement, National 
Security and Intelligence. That the Kremlin was alarmed by these developments and that 
the Russian-speaking populations of Crimea and the Donbas (the blue areas on the 


electoral map above) feared an ethnic cleansing led by the new Ukrainian nationalist 
govemment in Kiev—-given the bloody WWII history we have described elswhere—is 
hardly surprising. 


In any event, that's what real foreign “meddling” looks like, and it is exactly what Imperial 
Washington does over and over again. 


Indeed, the real truth of the matter is that Imperial Washington is now reaping the 
whirlwind it sowed over decades by massive interference in the internal politics and 
governance process of countries all over the world——of which the vignette above about 
the Ukrainian coup is only the latest flock of chickens to come home to roost. 


Contrary to the bombast, jingoism, and shrill moralizing flowing from Washington and the 
mainstream media, America had absolutely no national security interest—even to this day 
— in the spat between Putin and the coup that unconstitutionally took over Kiev in 
February 2014. That changed everything, and knocked the props out from under 
Washington's current sanctimonious attacks on Putin for finally resorting to its own game. 


Like everything reviewed above, the source of the current calamity-howling about Russia 
is the Warfare State. That is, the existence of vast machinery of military, diplomatic and 
economic maneuver that is ever on the prowl for missions and mandates and that can 
mobilize a massive propaganda campaign on the slightest excitement. 


The post-1991 absurdity of bolstering NATO and extending it into eastern Europe, rather 
than liquidating it after attaining “mission accomplished’, is just another manifestation of 

its baleful impact, and the approximate reason why the world is now ringing with war and 
rumors of war. 


In truth, the expansion of NATO is the underlying cause of Putin's paranoia about his 
borders and neighbors, and it is surely not without merit. After all, would Russian aid to a 
hostile Mexican government, including para-military agents otherwise known as drug 
cartels, produce anything short of hysteria here? 


Indeed, it needs be asked: Precisely what juvenile minds bivouacked in the Warfare State 
beehive actually determined that America needs a military alliance with Slovenia, 
Slovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, Montenegro and now the mini-state of Macedonia! 


So the resounding clatter for action against Russia emanating from Washington and its 
house-trained media is not even a semi-rational response to the facts at hand; its just 
another destructive spasm of the nation's Warfare State and its beltway machinery of 
diplomatic meddling, economic warfare and military intervention. 


At the time the Soviet Union ended, NATO had 16 member nations bound by the Article 5 
obligation of mutual defense, but when the Soviet Union and the Red Army perished, 
there was nothing left to defend against. NATO should have declared "mission 
accomplished" and dissolved itself. 


Instead, it has become a political jackhammer for Empire First policies by expanding to 
30 nations—many of them on Russia's doorstep. 


Yet if your perception is not distorted by Washington's self-justifying imperial beergoggles, 
the question is obvious. Exactly what is gained for the safety and security of the citizens 
of Lincoln NE or Springfield MA by obtaining the defense services of the pintsized 


militaries of Latvia (6,000), Croatia (14,500), Estonia (6,400), Slovenia (7,300) or 
Montenegro (1,950)? 


Indeed, the whole post-1991 NATO expansion is so preposterous as a matter of national 
security that its true function as a fig-leaf for Empire First fairly screams out loud. Not one 
of these pint-sized nations would matter for US security, even if they decided to have a 
cozier relationship with Russia—voluntarily or not so voluntarily. 


George H.W. Bush and his Secretary of State, James Baker, were correct back in 1989 
when they promised Gorbachev that NATO's then 16 members would not expand "by a 
single inch" of territory eastward in return for his acquiesce to the reunification of 
Germany and the effective end of the Warsaw Pact. 


But rather than declare cold war victory and dismantle its NATO machinery once the 
50,000 Soviet tanks on the central front were effectively melted down for scrap, virtually 
the opposite happened. NATO has been expanded to 30 countries including the statelet 
of Montenegro that has a military half the size of the police force of Philadelphia. 


In the context of this relentless and pointless NATO expansion to the very borders of the 
shrunken Russian state, Washington not only sponsored and funded the overthrow of 
Ukraine's constitutionally elected government in February 2014. But once it had 
unleashed a devastating civil war, it relentlessly blocked for seven years running the 
obvious alternative to the bloodshed that had claimed 10,000 civilian and military 
casualties, even before the current hot war commenced. 


To wit, Ukraine could have been partitioned with autonomy for the Russian-speaking 
Donbas provinces—or even accession to the Russian state from which these 
communities had essentially originated. 


After all, the artificial country of Czechoslovakia, created on a political whim at Versailles 
in 1919, was peacefully and inconsequentially devolved into its separate Czech and 
Slovakian nations a few years ago. The same is true of Yugoslavia— a polyglot 
federation that has now devolved into seven nations. 


In that instance, the partition was partially owing to American bombers that forcibly 
separated Kosovo from its Serbian parent. And even then, this Washington-sanctioned 
partition ended up in the hands of a criminal mafia in Kosovo that makes Putin appear 
sainted by comparison. 


But the point is, there is no threat to America in eastem Europe unless such as 
Montenegro, Slovenia, or Latvia were to become Putin's invasion route to effect the 
Russian occupation of Germany, France, the Benelux and England. 


And that's just plain silly-ass crazy! 


Yet aside from that utterly far-fetched and economically and militarily impossible scenario, 
there is no reason whatsoever for the US to be in a mutual defense pact with any of the 
new, and, for that matter, old NATO members. 


And that gets us to most ridiculous NATO fig leaf of all. The patently bogus claim that 
Russia's self-evidently defensive actions in Crimea and the Donbas (eastern Ukraine) 
back at the time of the coup in 2014 prove that it is an aggressive expansionist. But on 


that score, Washington's imperial beer goggles are utterly blind to history and geopolitical 
logic. 


As we have amplified elsewhere, Sevastopol in Crimea has been the home-port of the 
Russian Naval Fleet under czars and commissars alike and was purchased from the 
Ottoman's for good money by Catherine the Great in 1783. It is the site of one of Russia 
greatest patriotic events—the defeat of the English invaders in 1854 made famous by 
Tennyson's Charge of the Light Brigade—-and is 80% Russian speaking. 


After 171 years as an integral part of the Russian Motherland, it only technically became 
part of Ukraine during a Khrushchev inspired shuffle in 1954. 


The fact is, only 10% of the Crimean population is Ukrainian speaking, and it was the 
coup on the streets of Kiev in February 2014 by extremist anti-Russian Ukrainian 
nationalists and proto-fascists that caused the Russian speakers in Crimea to panic and 
Moscow to become alarmed about the status of its historic naval base, for which it still 
had a lease running to the 2040s. 


In a word, 83% of eligible Crimeans turned out to vote and 97% of those approved 
cancelling the aforementioned 1954 edict of the Soviet Presidium and rejoining mother 
Russia during the March 2014 referendum. There is absolutely no evidence that the 80% 
of Crimeans who thus voted to sever their historically short-lived affiliation with Ukraine 
were threatened or coerced by Moscow. 


Indeed, what they actually feared were the edicts against Russian language and culture 
coming out of Kiev in the aftermath of the Washington funded, supported and instantly 
recognized overthrow of the legally elected government. And exactly the same thing was 
true of the overwhelmingly Russian-speaking populations of the Donbas. 


After all, the good folks of that industrial heartland of the former Soviet Union had always 
been an integral part of its iron, steel, chemical and munitions industries, and, indeed, 
their grandparents had been put there by Stalin because most native Ukrainians had not 
cottoned to his bloody rule. 


By the same token, Uncle Joe's 1930s Russian transplants forever hated the Ukrainian 
nationalist collaborators, who rampaged though their towns, farms, factories and homes 
in the Donbas side-by-side with Hitler's Wehrmacht on the way to Stalingrad. 


So the appalling truth of the matter is this: Owing to Washington's blatantly foolish and 
reckless coup in February 2014, the grandsons and granddaughters of Stalin's industrial 
army in the Donbas were to be ruled by the grandsons and granddaughters of Hitler's 
collaborators in Kiev, whether they liked it or not. 


But we repeat and for good reason: Without going off the deep-end, you simply can't 
make up 1$550 billion worth of phony reasons for an Empire First national security budget 
of $750 billion that should be no more than 1$200 billion under today's circumstances. 
You have to invent missions, mandates and threats that are just plain stupid distortions 
(like the purported Russian "occupation" of Crimea) or flat out lies (like Saddam's alleged 
WMDs). 


Indeed, you must invent, nourish and enforce an entire universal narrative based on 
completely implausible and invalid propositions, such as the “Indispensable Nation” 


meme and the claim that global peace and stability depend overwhelmingly on 
Washington's “leadership”. 


Yet, is there not a more cruel joke than that? 


Was the Washington inflicted camage and genocide in Vietnam a case of "American 
leadership" and making the world more peaceful or stable? 


Did the two wars against Iraq accomplish anything except destroy Saddam's tenuous 
peace between the Sunni, Shiite and Kurds, thereby opening up the gates of hell and the 
bloody rampages of ISIS? 


Did the billions Washington illegally channeled into the rebel and jihadist forces in Syria 
do anything except destroy the country, create millions of refugees and force the Assad 
regime to engage in tit-for-tat brutalities, as well as call-in aid from his Iranian, Russian 
and Hezbollah allies? 


In a word, Imperial Washington's over-arching narratives and the instances of its specific 
interventions alike rest on a threadbare and implausible foundation; and more often than 
not, they consist of arrogant fabrications and claims that are an insult to the intelligence of 
anyone paying even loose attention to the facts. 


Then again, Imperial Washington no longer cares about facts, logic, truth and most 
especially history. At the time of the Bush War оп Saddam's WMD's, Karl Rove explained 
the Empire's New Creed without pulling any punches. 


"That's not the way the world really works anymore. We're an empire now, and 
when we act, we create our own reality. And while you're studying that reality— 
judiciously, as you will—we'll act again, creating other new realities, which you 
can study too, and that's how things will sort out. We're history's actors ... and you, 
all of you, will be left to just study what we do." 


There you have it. And Rove is no out-of-the-way academic scribbler inventing some 
high-fluting rationalization for American global hegemony. To the contrary, he's a lifetime 
Swamp creature, leading beltway racketeer and the strategic brain trust of the GOP 
establishment. 


Needless to say, Washington continues to create its "own reality" almost weekly, and this 
one's a doozy. There manifestly would be no war in the Ukraine today save for 
Washington's machinations back in February 2014, but that bit of crucial history is now 
deader than a doornail. 


Gilbert Doctorow 
International relations, Russian affairs 
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Unjustified and Unprovoked? Russia's ongoing 
‘military operation’ in Ukraine February 25 2022 


In a speech to the nation yesterday, American president Joe Biden called the military operation which 
Russia launched against the Kiev regime late in the night Moscow time "unjustified and unprovoked." 
By doing so, by willfully ignoring the lengthy justifications and list of provocations that Vladimir Putin 
had set out in his address to his nation and the world two days earlier, President Biden fully justified 
Putin's remarks in a televised speech just hours ago characterizing present-day America as "the Empire 
of Lies." Finally, the Russians have found an appropriate and suitably evocative response to Ronald 
Reagan's memorable characterization of the Soviet Union as an "Empire of Evil." This is a phrase that 
will ring around the world, first of all in Beijing. 


In recent days, some of my peers have expressed the pious hope that Washington would find the 
political courage and rise to the occasion of the Russian demands from 15 December 2021 by agreeing to 
revise jointly the security architecture of Europe in a more equitable manner, thereby bringing Russia in 
from the cold. They alluded to the wisdom and Realpolitik of Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger in 
their visit to Beijing fifty years ago, during which bitter enmity was set aside and the countries entered 
into a new relationship of live and let live. However, the authors of these hopeful recommendations 
ignore the plain fact that Joe Biden and his closest advisers in the Executive branch of government are 
intellectual pygmies compared to their predecessors. As I remarked in an essay several weeks ago, the 
Biden administration is intellectually bankrupt, lost in Cold War mythology. They will eventually be 
brought to the negotiating table snarling and kicking when they are confronted with superior force that 
poses an existential threat to the American homeland. There is every reason to believe that will happen 
in the coming months as the Russians move on with their multi-stage attack on the now fragile structure 
of US global hegemony. 


Several readers of my analytical essay yesterday have commented this morning that I was wrong in my 
scenarios of an entirely peaceful application of psychological pressure by Putin. Indeed, I said yesterday 
that violence is not in his playbook. I freely acknowledge that I misjudged, though in the opening 
paragraphs of yesterday's essay I issued a disclaimer, saying that predictions in this matter are very 
risky. Let all know that I stand ready 'to eat my hat' and that I have a straw boater held in reserve for 
just this purpose. 


Nonetheless, I insist that my overriding message yesterday, that the conflict with the United States and 
NATO would not end with recognition of the Donetsk and Lugansk republics, but that Russia would 
address the mortal dangers it sees in NATO expansion and in particular in the ongoing implantation of 


NATO military infrastructure in Ukraine irrespective of that country's possible admittance into the 
Alliance. 


This leads us to the question of why now? Why has Vladimir Putin decided to accelerate the timetable 
for taking on the big issues and make the move that we see on our television screens this morning? I 
will address that directly in the next section of this essay. After that I will comment briefly on the 
extraordinary speech that the Russian president delivered last night, one in which the reader wants to 
underline every second sentence. I have selected some of the more memorable lines in this speech which 
I offer here to allow the reader to savor the turns of speech and thought processes of the Russian leader 
without mediation. 


In the concluding section today, I will consider what implications there are for Russia's other neighbors 
arising from Russia's planned clean-up of Nazism and radical nationalism in Ukraine today. 


+ +4 ++ 


Why the change of course from Monday? Steely nerved opportunity and risk calculations are behind the 
Kremlin's decision-making in this whole adventure. 


People have recalled the disastrous American withdrawal from Afghanistan last August as a contributor 
to Russian decision-making. Yes, to a limited extent this helped set the timing for Russia's push to settle 
the Ukraine challenge from the very start. It demonstrated the Biden administration's amateurism, plain 
incompetence and cowardice. 


The Kremlin applied pressure on Washington by the build-up of its forces on the Ukrainian borders in 
November and in December we heard the American president say that the country will not send a single 
soldier to defend Ukraine in any armed conflict with Russia. This statement alone surely was among the 
considerations in the calculation of Risk and Opportunity that went on for weeks in the run-up to 
yesterday's decision to solve the Ukraine problem by military force now. The impression of an irresolute 
and cowardly America was heightened by Joe Biden's call for Americans to leave Ukraine in advance of 
a possible invasion and by his moving, then closing the U.S. diplomatic missions in Ukraine, all of which 
added to the economic and political disorganization in the country. 


But there is much more. 


The USA and NATO have continued to double down in the past couple of weeks precisely to spite 
Russian demands for a roll back in Eastern Europe. We may have no doubt this was a factor. I have in 
mind the incremental increase of US and NATO staff and offensive weapons in Poland and the Baltic 
States. This could no longer be ignored. And then there was the demonstrative, unprecedented airlift of 
hundreds of millions of dollars worth of munitions and advanced lethal weapons systems to Kiev. That 
all of this was cosmetic, unlikely to change in any way the outcome of a Russia-Ukraine war is obvious. 
It was playing to the home audience in the USA, and was nothing more than an electoral stratagem as 
the country enters the campaign for midterm elections. In this regard, it was as domestic focused as 
opposed to pragmatic and effective in managing relations with Russia as Emmanuel Macron's visit to 
Moscow to 'mediate' the crisis for the sake of his image back home in France ahead of the soon to be 
held presidential elections there. Finally, the charade of domestic policies in the West that take no 
account of the real world impact abroad is exacting a price on its practitioners, starting with Biden. 


Still another factor must have been the Ukrainian President's revealing in Munich last week his 
country's plans to become a nuclear power and their possible withdrawal from the Budapest 
Memorandum of 1994 that had denuclearized the country in exchange for security guarantees. This 
prospect was already outside and beyond the authority of NATO and could he resolved only by direct 
intervention of Moscow to "demilitarize" Ukraine here and now. Moreover, we can be certain the 
Kremlin understood perfectly well that Zelensky's initiative on the nuclear issue was viewed behind the 
scenes in Europe, and particularly in Poland, with something like horror. Thus, in diplomacy Russia 
would have a strong Soft Power argument for its military intervention with countries that will never 
publicly admit their fear and repugnance at the ambitions of the mad men now running Ukraine. 


One might argue that all of the foregoing factors were present already on Monday, 21 February when 
Putin spoke to the nation and gave no indication that military action might be forthcoming. So what is 
new? 


The immediate trigger to this decision was yesterday's appeal for military assistance coming from the 
two republics which claimed that the Ukrainian forces were advancing on their territory. Cause or 
pretext for the Russian 'military operation' today? We cannot say now, though in the days to come there 
may be proof from OSCE observers. 


Then there are a couple of other very relevant developments since Monday. I have in mind the sanctions 
which the West has imposed on Russia following its recognition of the Donbas republics but before a 
single Russian soldier crossed the border. In effect, these were the kind of ‘preventive sanctions’ before 
the fact of some violation that Zelensky had been calling for. It was, of course, contradicting common 
sense to think that when you have been sanctioned and have nothing to lose you will not proceed to do 
exactly the opposite of what is expected of you. Among the most offensive and potentially painful 
sanctions were those imposed by the German chancellor, who ordered the 'suspension of the 
certification' of the Nord Stream II pipeline, a move equivalent to cancellation. 


If you are going to pay the price, why not take the prize? This reasoning had to play a role in Putin's 
latest move. Moreover, it was supported by the bitter disappointment the Russians have with the 
German leader overall. Olaf Scholz's remark at his joint press conference with Putin in Moscow last 
week that it was ‘laughable’ to speak of the Ukrainian authorities’ policies towards the Donbas as 
‘genocide’ was deeply offensive to Vladimir Putin and to the Russian political class. It was intended to 
remove all basis for comparing Russia's recognition of the Donbas republics with NATO’s recognition of 
an independent Kosovo in 1999. And lest no one think that Scholz's remark was a slip of the tongue, he 
repeated it in the open session of the Munich Security Conference last week. From intercessor for Russia 
within the EU, which role it had played in the Merkel years, Germany now showed itself to be a willing 
tool of U.S. policies of confrontation and domination with respect to Russia. The Germans will pay 
dearly for the unprofessional and ill-considered policies of their new coalition government. 


Against this background, the call of Donetsk head of government Denis Pushilin for immediate Russian 
military help to fend off attack fell on fertile ground. Moreover, by having kept his military forces in 
holding pattern off the Black Sea coast of Ukraine and at the Belarus-Ukraine and Russia-Ukraine 
borders, President Putin had at his disposal all necessary means to act swiftly and decisively. Attacking 
by night, as he did, restored a certain element of surprise to the operation and reduced to a minimum 
likely collateral damage to civilians. 


Russia's objectives in the ongoing military campaign 


There is no room for uncertainty over Russian plans. Vladimir Putin named the objectives of this 
‘military operation’ as being to demilitarize and to denazify Ukraine. A Russian military occupation of 
Ukraine is out of the question. Ukrainian cities will not be touched, if Putin has his way. The intent is to 
oversee a regime change that removes the Maidan installed junta for which Zelensky is just the front 
man. Alwo to round up the neo-Nazi and radical nationalists who have perpetrated clearly identified 
crimes against humanity when they took power in February 2014 and consolidated power immediately 
thereafter. Surely this includes the snipers and others who killed innocent demonstrators of the Maidan 
movement so as to put the blame on the Yanukovich government's Berkut security forces and raise the 
Opposition's determination. More than 50 died in shootings that have since been well illuminated by the 
widely disseminated testimony of foreign mercenaries and others who took part. Surely another incident 
that will be pursued by Russia when it collects criminals for prosecution in Moscow will be those 
responsible for the outrageous murder of innocent protesters in Odessa soon after the coup. They were 
chased into the Labor Union building which was then set alight. Anyone trying to escape was fired 
upon. The names of the perpetrators are mostly well known from private investigations that took place 
afterwards. None has ever faced any charges from authorities of the Kiev regime. Now the day of 
reckoning will come. 


It is in Russia's interests to hold such trials in order to expose to the world the clearly documented facts 
of genocidal crimes against Russian speaking Ukrainian citizens by their own government and its 
irregular supporters including neo-Nazi elements. All of this will lay to rest the empty and offensive 
remarks of Joe Biden that Russian action was unprovoked and unjustified. 


Itis noteworthy that in the speech last night Vladimir Putin issued strong warnings against those in the 
West who may entertain thoughts of intervening in one way or another in the Ukrainian theater against 
Russia. The subtext is clearly Lithuania and Poland, where there have been official statements in recent 
weeks of willingness to assist resistance movements in Ukraine against any Russian imposed new order. 
The Russian response will be immediate and unlike anything the world has seen, per Putin. 


Looking more generally at Vladimir Putin's address to the nation last night, which came to 10 typed 
pages, somewhat less than half his address of Monday night, there is a change of tone, a still greater 
frankness over the misdeeds of the United States and its allies, a greater willingness to call a spade a 
spade. The "empire of lies" phrase is exemplary in this regard. 


He takes to a new level of openness the explanation of how/why the United States was able to work its 
will in the 1990s and ignore Russian complaints over the trampling of its national interests. 


Without further ado, I offer below some of the choice quotations in this speech: 


"The answer is clear, everything is understandable and obvious. The Soviet Union at the end of the 1980s 
was weak, and then it collapsed. The whole train of events that occurred then provide a good lesson for 
us today. They convincingly showed that paralysis of the government, of its will is the first step to 
complete degradation and oblivion. We just had to lose our self-confidence for a certain time and 
everything — the whole balance of forces in the world was destroyed. 


"This led to the situation where all former treaties, agreements de facto no longer operate. Requests and 
coaxing do not help. Everything that does not please the hegemon..is declared to be archaic, outdated, 
unnecessary. And vice versa: everything that seems advantageous to him is held up like the truth of final 
instance, is pushed through at any price, in a boorish manner, by all means. Those who don't agree have 
their backs broken." 


Putin went on to say that this kind of treatment was meted out by the United States not just to Russia but 
concerns the entire system of international relations, including allies of the USA: 


"After the collapse of the USSR de facto a repartition of the world began and the norms of international 
law which had accumulated till then - among which the key norms arose from the results of the Second 
World War and largely consolidated its results — began to get in the way of those who declared 
themselves to be the victors in the Cold War." 


"The euphoria from absolute superiority, a sort of contemporary form of absolutism, rose in the context 
of the low level of general culture and arrogance of those who prepared, undertook and promoted 
solutions that were advantageous only for themselves." 


In the foregoing we see an unparalleled expression of the frustration and scorn that underlies Vladimir 
Putin's present actions to overturn the U.S. led world order. Otherwise, he once again lists the misdeeds 
of the United States and its allies in their unsanctioned and disastrous military interventions in 
Yugoslavia, in Iraq, in Libya, in Afghanistan, from which he concludes: 


"Generally the impression we get is that practically every where, in the many regions of the world where 
the West comes to establish its order, the results are bloody wounds that do not heal, ulcers of 
international terrorism and extremism. .. 


“In this list, we find the promises made to our country not to expand NATO one inch to the East. I 
repeat, they deceived us, or to use a folk expression, they just screwed us. Yes, it is often said that politics 
is a dirty business. Maybe, but not so much as this. Such cheating behavior contradicts not only the 
principles of international relations but above all, it contradicts the generally recognized norms of 
morality and ethics. Where do we find justice and truth here? It is all one big lie and hypocrisy. 


"And by the way, American politicians, political scientists and journalists write and talk about the fact 
that in recent years inside the USA a real ‘empire of lies’ has been created. But there is no reason to go 
halfway: the USA is of course a great country, a power that shapes the world system. АП its satellites not 
only dutifully and obediently sing along on any matter, but also copy its behavior and joyfully accept 
the rules proposed to them. Therefore there is full basis for saying confidently that the entire so-called 
Western bloc formed by the USA in its likeness is as a whole that "empire of lies." 


Putin freely acknowledges that the US-led West will apply against Russia its financial, technological and 
military possibilities. He insists that he proceeds "without any illusions and with maximum realism." 


He can do so for the following clearly stated reasons: 


"As regards the military sphere, present-day Russia even after the collapse of the USSR and loss of a 
significant part of its potential, is one of the most powerful nuclear powers of the world and, in addition, 
has certain advantages in a number of new forms of armaments. In this connection, no one should doubt 
that a direct attack on our country will lead to defeat and to horrible consequences for any potential 
aggressor." 


However, as he notes, technologies change in the defense sector and leadership swings back and forth 
over time. 


"For this reason, military control over the territories bordering with us will be a matter of concern for 
decades going forward and will create for Russia a constantly growing, absolutely unacceptable threat. 
Already now, to the extent that NATO has moved to the East, the situation for our country with each 


passing year becomes worse and more dangerous. In addition, in the last few days the leadership of 
NATO is talking directly about the need to hasten, to force the pace of movement of the Alliance 
infrastructure to the borders of Russia. In other words, they are tightening up their position. To continue 
and simply watch what is going on is no longer possible for us. It would be wholly irresponsible on our 
part... 


"For the USA and its allies this so-called policy of containing Russia pays obvious geopolitical 
dividends. But for our country, it is finally a question of life or death, the question of our historic future 
as a people. And this is no exaggeration ~ it is actually so. This is a real threat not only to our interests 
but to the very existence of our state, to our sovereignty. This is the red line about which we spoke 
repeatedly. They have crossed it." 


As regards the Kiev regime: 


"The entire course of developments and analysis of the incoming information show that a clash between 
Russia and these forces is inevitable. It is only a question of time: they are getting ready, they are waiting 
for a suitable moment. Now they are also claiming the right to own nuclear weapons. We will not allow 
them to do this. 


"As I said before, after the collapse of the USSR Russia accepted the new geopolitical realities. We have 
behaved respectfully and will continue to be respectful to all the newly formed countries in post-Soviet 
space. We respect and will respect their sovereignty and an example for that is the help we extended to 
Kazakhstan, which experienced tragic events that challenged its statehood and integrity. But Russia 
cannot feel secure, develop, exist under a constant threat coming from the territory of contemporary 
Ukraine.... 


"They left us with no other possibility than to defend /Russia, our people than what we are compelled to 
do today. The circumstances demand of us decisive and immediate actions. The Peoples Republics of the 
Donbas turned to Russia asking for help. In this connection...I have taken the decision to carry out a 
special military operation. 


"]ts objective is to defend people who in the course of eight years have been subjected to mockery, to 
genocide from the Kiev regime. And for this purpose we will strive to demilitarize and de-Nazify 
Ukraine, as well as to turn over to courts those who committed numerous bloody crimes against 
civilians, including citizens of the Russian Federation. 


"All the while we have no plans for an occupation of Ukrainian territories. We do not intend to impose 
anything on anyone by force. .. 


"At the basis of our policy is freedom, freedom of choice for everyone to independently determine their 
future and the future of their children. And we consider it to be important that this right, the right of free 
choice, may be exercised by all peoples living on the territory of present-day Ukraine, by all who so 
wish." 


As regards the Ukrainian armed forces, Putin issued the following appeal: 


"Respected comrades. Your fathers, grandfathers, great grandfathers did not fight against the Nazis and 
defend our common Motherland just to see today's neo-Nazis seize power in Ukraine. You took an oath 
of loyalty to the Ukrainian people and not to a junta against the people which is robbing Ukraine and 
has only contempt for the people. 


"Ро not carry out criminal orders. I call upon you to immediately lay down your arms and to go home. 
Let me explain: all servicemen in the Ukrainian army who carry out this demand can freely leave the 
area of combat and go back to their families." 


As regards third party countries: 


"Now several very important words for those who may be tempted to intervene in the events presently 
occurring. Whoever tries to hinder us, or still worse to create threats to our country, to our people, must 
know that Russia's response will be immediate and will lead you to such consequences as you never 
experienced in your history. We are ready for any development of events. All necessary decisions in this 
regard have already been taken. I hope that I will be heard." 


Nob xen 


Implications for other states in the region 


The United States and its NATO allies have responded in the past two weeks to the Russian preparations 
for what the Kremlin unleashed yesterday by sending reinforcements to NATO's ‘front line states’, 
meaning the Baltics, Poland, Romania . This was done both as a show of force, a show of plumage, to 
impress the Russians, to impress the receiving countries with the strength of NATO commitment to 
article 5 and mutual defense, but mostly to silence domestic critics of the noninvolvement policy in the 
Russian-Ukrainian conflict and America’s resort only to sanctions. 


Is there in fact a Russian threat to the Baltics? 


Prior to the recent NATO measures of posting additional troops there I would have said ‘no.’ In light of 
the stubborn resistance the United States is showing to deal with any of the key security issues in the 
Russian ultimatum of 15 December 2021 and its doubling down by raising the force level in these 
countries bordering Russia, that question has to be reviewed with greater attention to detail. 


The basic issue of cultural genocide that Vladimir Putin raised in his discussion Monday evening of the 
Donbas crisis applies equally well to one of the Baltic states, Latvia, where the correlation of Russian 
speakers to Latvian speakers was from the time of the break-up of the USSR roughly the same as in 
Ukraine, 40% or more of the population. I have written about Latvia as an apartheid state with reference 
to the blatantly discriminatory legislation which from soon after independence denied Russian speakers 
of their citizenship papers except for the trickle of applicants who mastered Latvian. Some 300,000 
Latvian born and bred residents of the country were thus made stateless and deprived of many civil 
rights including professional advancement and the right to own property. Meanwhile, as in Ukraine, the 
Latvian authorities looked the other way at the neo-Nazis in their midst who were allowed to hold 
annual marches in the capital and to venerate Nazi collaborators from the period of WWII in the same 
way as the Ukrainians do the Banderovtsy. 


(See Chapter 22, “Latvia’s 300,000 Non-Citizens and the Ukrainian Crisis Today” and Chapter 33 
“Latvia's failed US-inspired policies towards Russia and Russians" in Gilbert Doctorow, Does Russia 
Have a Future?, 2015) 


Russia took no action on these abuses, which violate all of the “European values” promoted by the 
European Union, not to mention universal human rights concepts. 


Will Russia remain indifferent to the fate of its 'compatriots' in Latvia going forward? No one can say. 
However, if NATO continues on its present path of reinforcing troops and offensive weapons systems in 
Latvia and the other Baltic states, it is logical that Russia will respond, and it will not pussy-foot around 
in consideration of the Article 5 obligation of the United States to defend the country. 


I point out that similar abuses of Russian speaking minorities are not significant causes of friction 
between Russia and Estonia or Lithuania. 


^ All Party members and Proles are 
taught to hate Emmanuel Goldstein, 
Eurasia, and Eastasia, each day 
Oceania citizens are required to 
watch a telescreen and participate 
in the two-minutes hate..." 


